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HE  Introdu&ion,  page  i. 
CHAP.      I. 


Explaining  and  eftablifhing  the  trtie 
meaning  of  demoniacs  in  the  New  Tef- 
tament,  under  the  ten  following  pro- 
portions, p.  12. 

Sect.  I.  Prop.  I.  The  fpirits  that  were  thought  trj 
take  poffeffion  of  men's  bodies,  are  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament called  demons,  not  devils,  ib.  An  objection 
anfweredj  p.  14.  Beelzebub,  the  prince  of  the 
pofTeiBng  demons,  different  from  the  devil,  p.  16. 
The  term,  fatan,  applicable  to  the  former,  ib. 

Sect.  II.  Prop.  II.  By  demons,  whenever  the  word 
occurs  in  reference  to  pofleffions,  either  in  the  fciip- 
tures,  or  other  ancient  writings,  we  are  to  under- 
Hand,  not  fallen  angels,  but  the  Pagan  deities,  fuch 
of  them  as  had  once  been  men,  p,  11.  Demons 
iifed  in  this  fenfe,  1.  By  the  Heathens,  particularly 
the  Greeks  and  Romans^  p.  22.  2.  By  the  Jews, 
p.  29.  By  the  Pharifees  in  particular,  when  they 
©bjec-ted  to  Chrift,  that  he  caft  out  demons  by  Beel- 
A  3  zebub} 
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zebub,  (whofe  name  is  explained  at  large,  and  who 
is  (hewn  to  be  one  of  the  Heathen  demons,)  p.  30  j 
and  by  Jofephus,  p.  40.  3.  By  Chrift  and  his 
Apofries,  p.  42.  4.  And  by  the  primitive  Chrif- 
tians,  p.  47.  By  Juftin  Martyr,  ib.  How  it  came 
to  pafs  that  the  fathers,  after  his  time,  and  Chry- 
foftom  in  particular,  referred  poffeffions  to  celeftial 
demons,  p  49,  note  '.  Of  the  fpirit  of  Python  or 
Apollo,  with  which  the  damfel  at  Philippi  was 
thought  to  be  poffeiTed,  p.  56. 

Sect.  III.  Prop.  III.  Thofe  demons  who  were 
thought  to  take  pofleflion  of  men's  bodies,  were,  it 
is  probable,  confidered  by  the  Jews  as  evil  beings, 
p.  58.  Asfuch  they  were  regarded  by  the  Heathens, 
and  by  Jofephus,  ib.  and  yet  not  confidered  as 
fallen  angels,  p.  63.  Whether  the  epithets  of  evil 
and  unclean,  deaf  and.  dumb,  given  them  by  the  Evan- 
gelifts,  expreis  their  perfonal  qualities,  or  the  ejfefis 
they  were  fuppofed  to  produce,  p.  61. 

Sect.  IV.  Prop.  IV.  The  perfons  who  are  fpoken 
of  as  having  demons,  fuffered  real  and  violent  difor- 
ders,  from  whatever  caufe  thofe  diforders  proceeded, 
p.  64. 

Sect.  V.  Prop.  V.  The  particular  diforders  which 
.  the  ancients,  whether  Heathens  or  Jews,  afcribed  to 
the  poffeffion  of  demons,  were  fuch  only  as  difturbed 
the  underfhmding,  p.  69.  A  diftin&ion  to  be  made 
between  difeafes  fuper naturally  infi'ified)  and  poffejfionSy 
ib.  Of  being  opprejfed  by  the  devil,  A£ts  x.  38,  p.  74, 
and  bound  by  fat  an  >  .Luke  xiii.  11,  16,  p.  76.  Pof- 
feffion 
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fcfTion  included  in  it  the  idea  of  madnefs,  amongfl 
the  Latins,  p.  78,  the  Greeks,  p.  79,  the  Jews,  p. 
83,  and  other  Eaftern  people,  p  86.  That  all  the 
pofTefTed  were  mad,  proved  from  the  dramatic  writ- 
ings of  the  ancients,  p.  87.  All  diforders  of  the 
underfhnding  were  not  afcribed  to  pofTeffion,  p.  88. 
The  epilepfy  afcribed  to  this  caufe,  p.  89. 

Sect.  VI.  Prop.  VI.  The  demoniacs  fpoken  of  in  the 
New  Teftament,  were  all  either  madmen  or  epi- 
leptics, p.  92.  This  proved  from  the  Jews  re- 
proaching Chrift  with  having  a  demon,  p.  93,  and. 
Beelzebub,  p.  96,  from  the  fimilar  reproach  they 
caft  upon  John  the  Baptift,  p  97,  and  from  the  de- 
fcription  of  the  Gadarene  demoniac,  p.  100.  Mary 
Magdalene's  feven  demons'  underilood  by  Celfus  as 
expreflive  of  her  phrenzy,  p.  105.  The  pythonefs  at 
Philippi  was  a  raving  prophetefs,  ib.  Epilepfy  af- 
cribed to  pofleffion,  and  on  what  account,  p.  107. 
The  general  idea  which  the  ancients  had  of  demo- 
niacs, p.  no.  The  account  here  given  of  the  New 
Teftament  demoniacs  cleared  from  the  objections  of 
Dr.  Lardner,  p.  112.  This  account  judifies  the  re- 
prefentation  before  made  of  demoniacs,  as  perfons 
that  laboured  under  real  diforders,  p  118.  Shews 
upon  what  grounds  pofieffions  are  diftinguiihed  from 
difeafes  in  general,  and  from  lunacies  in  particular, 
ib.  and  for  what  reafon  madnefs  and  epileptic  fits, 
rather  than  other  diforders,  are  afcribed  to  pofTeftion, 
p.  124..  Laftly,  it  is  confirmed  by  the  view  given 
us  of  the  demoniacs  in  the  Chriftian  church,  who 
A  4  were 
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were  all  either  mad,  melancholy,  or  epileptic  per- 
fons,  p.  126. 
Sect.  VII.  Prop.  VII.    Demoniacal  poffeffions  (whe- 
ther they  are  fuppofed  to  be  real  or  imaginary,)  and 
the  diforders  imputed  to  them,  were  not  peculiar  to 
the  country  of  Judea,  and  the  time  of  Chrifl ;  nor 
doth  it  appear  that  they  abounded  more  in  that  coun- 
try, or  at  that  time,  than  any  other,  p.  128.    The 
reafons  invented  to  account  for  their  abounding  in 
the  age  of  the  Gofpel,  p.  1 29.     The  fact  difproved 
by  numerous  teftimonies,  p.  134. 

Sect.  VIII.  Prop.  VIII.  The  demoniacs  of  the  New 
Teflament  are  not  different  from  thofe  mentioned  in 
other  ancient  authors  ;  and  a  like  judgment  is  to  be 
formed  of  both,  p.  142.  The  bifhop  of  Gloucefter's 
attempt  to  make  a  diftincHon  between  them,  con- 
fidered,  p.  144. 

Sect.  IX.  Prop.  IX,  There  is  no  fufficient  evidence 
from  reafon  for  the  reality  of  demoniacal  pofTeffions  ; 
nay  reafon  ftrongly  remonflrates  againft  it,  p.  I50. 
No  natural  evidence  of  the  fpirits  of  dead  men  having 
power  to  enter  the  bodies  of  the  living,  ib.  The  dif- 
orders imputed  to  poffeffion,  may  proceed  from  na- 
tural caufes,  p.  152.  Who  firft  invented  the  dec- 
trine  of  poffeffions,  p.  153.  By  whom  it  hath  been 
rejected,  p.  155.  Diforders  deemed  [demoniacal  do 
proceed  from  natural  caufes,  p.  159,  and  are  cured 
by  natural  remedies,  p.  163.  Are  inconfiftent  with 
the  order  of  the  natural  world,  p.  166,  and  with  the 
wifdom  and  goodnefs  of  God,  p.  167.  The  abfur- 
6  dity 
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dity  and  clanger  of  allowing,  that  men  are  in  the 
power  of  faperior  malevolent  fpirits,  p.  1 68. 
Sect.  X.  Prop.  X.    The  doctrine  of  demoniacal  pof- 
feflions,  inftead  of  being  fupported  by  the  Jewifh  or 
Chriftian  revelation,  is  utterly  fubverted  by  both,  p. 
173.     I.  This  doctrine  was  not  originally  founded 
on  revelation ;  neither  taught,  nor  jeferred  to,  by 
the  ancient  prophets,  ib.     Saul's  evilfpirit,  explain- 
ed, p.   174.     On  what  occafions  the  mention   oi 
pofTeflions   might  have   been  expected  in  the  Old 
Teftament,  had  this  doctrine  been  revealed  under 
that  difpenfation,  p.  175.     It  was  generally  enter- 
tained before  the  age  of  the  gofpel,  p.  179,  but  ne- 
ver received  the  fandtion  of  Chrift  or  his  Apoftles,. 
p.  181.     II.  It  is  inconfiftent  .with,  the  fundamental 
principle  both  of  the  Jewifh  and  Chriftian  difpenfa- 
tions,  p.  182,  with  the  evidence  of  miracles  in  ge- 
neral, on  which  they  reft,  p.  184,  and   with  ther 
nature  of  that  miracle  in  particular,  which  was  per- 
formed upon  demoniacs,  p.  185.    III.  The  abfolute 
nullity  of  demons,  to  whom  pofTeflions  were  afcribed, 
aflerted  by  all  the  prophets  of  God,  when  profefledlyr 
delivering  their  divine  meffages  to  mankind,  p.  189. 
St.  Paul's  reafoning  on  this  fubject  in  his  iftEpiftle 
to  the  Corinthians,  examined  at.  large,  and  that  decla- 
ration in  particular,  We  know  that  an  idol  h  nothing  in' 
the  world,  Ch.  viii.  4,  p.  193.    1.  By  an  idol,  he  here 
means  a  Heathen  demon,  or  deity,  p    194.    2.  The  de- 
mons of  the  Heathens  here  fpoken  of,  were  not  devils t 
p.  199,  but  deified  human  fpirits,  as  is  {hewn  from 
the  ordinary  acceptation  of  demons   amongft    the 

Greeks- 
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Greeks,  p.  202,  from  the  conftant  ufe  of  the  word 
in  the  New  Teftament,  p.  206,  (particularly  in 
Acts  xvii.  p.  208,  1  Tim.  iv.  1,  p.  210.  James  ii. 
19.  p.  211.  Rev.  ix.  20,  ch.  xvi.  14,  ch.  xviii  2, 
p«  218,  219  :)  from  the  occafion  on  which  it  is  ufed 
in  the  place  in  queftion,  p.  220,  and  from  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  p.  223.  3.  Thefe  Heathen  demons  were 
nothing. in  the  world,  p.  224.  4.  As  mere  nullities 
they  were  efteemed  by  St.  Paul  himfelf,  as  well  as 
by  other  Chriftians,  p.  229.  5.  This  opinion  a  juft 
inference  from  the  fundamental  articles  of  Chriftiani- 
ty,  p.  232.  Demons  being  mere  nullities,  there 
never  could  be  a  real  demoniac,  p.  239. 

CHAP.      II. 

Attempting  to  folve  the  feveral  objections 
againft  the  foregoing  explication  of  the 
Gofpel  demoniacs,  p.  241. 

Sect.  I.  The  objections  drawn  from  what  was  faid 
-  and  done  by  the  demoniacs  themfelves,  confidered, 
p.  242.  1.  From  their  knowing  and  proclaiming 
Jefus  to  be  the  Meiliah,  ib.  2.  From  their  being 
forbidden  by  Chrift  to  difcover  him,  p.  249.  3. 
From  their  arguing  rationally  with  Chrift,  and  fpeak- 
ing  to,  better  purpofe,  than  the  bulk  of  thofe  who 
were  in  their  fenfes,  p.  259.  How  ill  this  obferva- 
tion  applies  to  the  Gadarene  demoniac,  ib.  His 
conduct  accounted  for  on  the  fuppofition  of  his  not 

being 
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being  really  pofTcflcd,  p.  266.  4.  From  their  dif- 
covering  more  than  human  ftrength,  p.  275.  The 
cafe  of  the  demoniac  at  Ephefus,  p,  276. 
Sect.  II.  The  objection  drawn  from  the  deftruclion 
of  the  herd  of  fwine,  p-  280.  The  fwine  were  not 
driven  into  the  fea  by  the  two  madmen,  ib.  but 
grew  mad  at  the  inflant  the  demoniacs  were  cured, 
p.  281.  Their  madnefs  was  not  owing  to  the  in- 
fluence of  demons,  but  to  a  divine  agency,  p.  291. 
The  miraculous  deftruction  of  the  fwine  vindicated, 
p.  294.  I.  It  was  a  juft  punifhment  of  the  owners, 
ib.  Itferved,  2.  To  afcertain  the  reality,  and  to  fpread 
the  fame,  of  the  miracle  performed  upon  the  demo- 
niacs, p.  296.  3.  To  correct  the  falfe  notions  of 
the  world  concerning  the  power  of  demons,  p.  299; 
4.  To  prevent  feveral  great  inconveniencies  that 
would  otherwife  have  attended  the  perfonal  miniftry 
of  Chrift,  p  303.  5.  To  warn  all,  who,  overlook- 
ing the  juftice  of  God,  are  in  danger  of  abufing  the 
Gofpel,  considered  as  a  difpenfation  of  mercy, 
P-  3°5- 

Sect.  III.  The  objection  taken  from  the  language 
.  ufed  by  Chrift  and  his  apoflles,  in  performing  and 
recording  the  cure  of  demoniacs,  or  in  defcribing  the 
cafe  of  thefe  unhappy  men,  p.  307.  This  language 
was  not  firft  introduced  by  Chrift  or  his  apoftles, 
but  was  the  common  popular  language  of  the  age  in 
which  the  Gofpel  was  firft  publifhed,  p.  314.  The 
firft  teachers  of  Chriftianity  could  not,  without 
great  inconfiftency,  give  their  fanclion  to  the  opinion 
on  which  that  language  was  originally  founded,  ib. 

Nor 
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Nor  can  they  by  impartial  perfons  be  underftood  to 
do  fo,  merely  by  ufing  that  language.  For  I.  It  is 
cuftomary  with  all  forts  of  perfons,  with  the  facred 
writers  in  particular,  and  our  Saviour  himfelf,  to 
fpeak  on  many  fubjetts  in  the  language  of  the  vulgar, 
though  known  and  admitted  to  have  been  originally 
grounded  on  a  falfe  philofophy,  p.  315.  II  They 
all  do  this,  the  facred  writers,  and  our  Saviour  him- 
felf not  excepted,  when  fpeaking  on  tbe  very  fubjecT: 
in  queftion,  p,  323.  III.  The  common  phrafeology 
was  adopted  by  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  with  good 
reafonj  for,  though  originally  built  upon  a  falfe  philo- 
fophy, it  was  commonly  employed  to  defcribe  the 
real  cafe  of  the  demoniacs,  both  the  fymptoms  of 
their  diforder  and  their  cure,  p.  339.  The  fymp- 
toms of  their  diforder  better  defcribed  by  this  lan- 
guage, than  by  calling  them  madmen,  p.  345.  What 
was  meaned  by  the  difpofTeflion  of  demons,  p.  350. 
Why  demoniacs  are  diftinguifhed  from  the  difeafed, 
and  their  cure  from  the  healing  of  difeafes,  p.  354. 
Why  demons  were  commanded  to  come  out,  p.  355, 
IV.  It  doth  not  appear,  that  either  Chrift  or  his 
apoftles  were  commiffioned  by  God  to  inftru£t  man- 
kind in  the  fecret  caufes  of  thofe  difeafes  which  were 
imputed  to  poffeffion,  any  more  than  of  other  dif- 
eafes j  or  to  change  the  vulgar  language  in  defcribing: 
the  cafe  of  the  demoniacs,  p.  358.  V.  As  the  firft 
publifhers  of  the  Gofpel  were  not,  fo  they  could  notf 
with  anyx  propriety,  be  commiffioned  by  God  to  in- 
ftrucT:  mankind  in  the  phyfical  caufes  of  thofe  dif- 
eafes1 
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enfcs,  which  they  healed,  p.  363.  VI.  They  hare, 
however,  in  the  moft  proper  manner,  rectified  the 
dangerous  errors  mankind  were  under  with  regard 
to  demons,  and  thereby  fufliciently  fecurcd  the  in- 
terefts  of  true  piety,  p.  370.  Recapitulation,  p. 
376- 

CHAP.      III. 

Pointing  out  the  inconveniences  attending 
the  common  explication  of  the  Gofpel 
demoniacs,  and  the  advantages  which 
refult  from  the  account  given  of  them 
in    the    two     preceding   chapters,    p. 

379- 

A  view  of  the  advantages  fuppofed  to  be  derived  from, 
the  demoniac  fyftem,  and  particularly  of  the  argu- 
ments urged  to  fhew  the  expediency  and  neceffity  of 
the  devil's  enjoying  an  unufual  liberty  in  the  firft 
age  of  the  Gofpel,  and  of  Chrift's  gaining  a  public 
jtriumph  over  hjm,  ib.  In  anfwer  to  this  reafoning 
it  is  obferved,  1.  That  it  is  not  fupported  by  the  tefti- 
mony  offcripture,p.  382.  2.  It  is  built  upon  this  falfe 
hypothefis,  viz.  that  poffefling  demons  were  devils 
or  fallen  angels,  p.  385.  3.  It  farther  fuppofes,  thaf 
poffeffions  were  more  frequent  in  the  age  of  the 
Gofpel  than  at  any  other  time ;  which  is  aifo  a  falfe 
fuppofitioh,  p.  386.  4.  The  cafes  of  reputed  de- 
moniacs defcribed  in  the  Gofpel,  do  not  furnifh  any 
proof  or  evidence  of  the  agency  of  the  devil  or  any 

evil 
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evil  fpirit,  ib.  5.  The  expulfion  of  demons,  literally 
underftood,  no  public  fpecimen  of  Chrift's  power 
over  the  devil ;  both  becaufe  poffeffions  were  not  re- 
ferred to  the  devil,  and  becaufe  there  is  no  evidence 
of  difpoffeffions,  arifing  from  the  facls  themfelves, 
even  fuppofing  them  to  be  real,  p-  390.  Revela- 
tion improperly  appealed  to  in  proof  of  their  reality, 
p.  392.  6.  The  bare  ejection  of  demons  cannot  be 
pronounced  a  greater  miracle  than  the  cure  of  na- 
tural diforders,  nor  any  miracle  at  all  with  regard  to 
mankind,  p.  396.  7.  The  doctrine  of  demoniacal 
poffeffion,  a  great  prejudice  to  Chriftianity,  p.  399  ; 
a  fource  of  much  fuperftition,  ib.  fets  reafon  and 
revelation  at  variance,  p.  402,  difcredits  the  miracu- 
lous infli&ion  and  cure  of  difeafes,  p.  403,  and  de- 
ftroys  the  evidence  of  miracles  in  general,  p.  406. 
8.  The  true  explication  of  the  Gofpel  demoniacs  ef- 
tablilhes  the  certainty,  and  difplays  the  full  glory,  of 
the  miracles  performed  upon  them,  which  are  fpoken 
of  in  the  New  Teftament  with  fingular  emphafis> 
made  a  very  powerful  impreffion  upon  the  fpe£tators, 
and  deferveto  be  ranked  amongft  the  moft  illuftrious 
atteftations  to  Chrift's  divine  commiffion,  p.  408  t» 
the  end. 


A  D- 


ADDENDA. 

P.  4.6,  at  the  end  of  the  note,  add,  For  a  full  account  of  all 
theoccafions  on  which  demon  occurs  in  the  New  Teftament, 
fee  below,  p.  208. 

P.  61,  at  the  end  of  note  h,  add,  p.   115. 

P.  67,  note?,  1.  6,  after  child,  add.     See  below,  p.  352. 

P.  119, 1.  13,  add.     See  below,  p.  358. 

P.  178,  in  the  note,  1.  11,  after  for,  add  his. 


D    E    L    E    N    D    A. 


P.  1  oi,  1.  5,  dele  of 
P.  154, 1.  2?,  dele  even 


C    O    R    R    T    G    E    N    D    A. 

P.  38,  1.  7,  for  men,  read  men's. 

P.  186,  note  a  1.  3,  for  nutmine  read  &  numine. 

P.  204,  z'»  /fe  note)  1.  10,  /or  chat,  read  that. 


Publijhed  by  the  fame  Author ;  ' 
(Price    Two   Shillings  and    Six  Pence.) 
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I. 

N  Inqjjiry  into  the  Nature  and 
Defign  of  Christ's  Temptation 
in  the  Wilderness. 

The  Second  Edition,  enlarged. 

To  which  is  added  an  Appendix,  contain- 
ing fome  farther  Obfervations  on  this 
Subject,  and  an  Anfwer  to  Objections. 

II. 

A  Dissertation  on  Miracles,  de- 
signed to  (hew,  that  they  are  Argu- 
ments of  a  Divine  Interpofition,  and 
abfolute  Proofs  of  the  Miffion  and 
Doctrine  of  a  Prophet.    Pr.  7s. 

III. 

An  Examination  of  Mr.  Lemoine's 
Treatise  on  Miracles.     Pr.  is. 


THE 

INTRODUCTION. 

^SSOB^"3*  N  a  late  Differ  tat  ion  on  Mira- 
yg  j  w  f/fj-,  the  author  attempted  to 
^  ^  fhew,  that  all  effects  produced 

in  the  iyitem  or  nature,  con- 
trary to  the  general  laws  by  which  it  is 
governed,  are  proper  miracles ;  and  that 
all  miracles  are  works  appropriate  to  God. 
But  the  cafe  of  the  gofpel  demoniacs,  is 
by  many  considered  as  an  objection  againfr, 
the  general  principle  of  that  Differtation, 
as  w'ell  as  againft  what  is  there  advanced 
with  refpect  to  demons  in  particular.  Su- 
pernatural pofleffions,  it  may  be  truly 
faid,  fuppofe  the  power  of  evil  fpirits  to 
inflict  difeafes,  and  to  deprive  men  of 
B  their 
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their  reafon  ;  and,  being  effects  produced 
in  the  fyftem  of  nature  contrary  to  the 
general  laws  by  which  it  is  governed,  are 
therefore  proper  miracles ;  provided  the 
account  of  thefe  works  here  referred  to, 
be  juft. 

In  order  to  folve  this  objection,  it  is 
necefTary  to  {hew,  that  the  diforders  im- 
puted to  fupernatural  poffeffions,  proceed 
from  natural  cau-fes,  not  from  the  agency 
of  any  evil  fpirits.  This,  indeed,  hath 
been  already  attempted  by  feveral  very 
eminent  writers z;  and,  to  my  apprehen- 
lion,  not  without  confiderable  fuccefs. 
But,  great  as  their  merit  may  be,  they  do 
Bot.  feem  to  have  placed  every  part  of 
the  argument  in  its  proper  light,  or  to 
have  cleared  it  from  every  difficulty. 
Many  think  it  neceffary,  that  fome  far- 
ther attempts  mould  be  made  to  do  it  j.uf- 

a  Particularly,  Mr.  Jofeph  Mede,  Difc:  vi.  p. 
28  ;  Dr.  Sykes,  in  his  Inquiry,  and  Farther  In- 
quiry ;  Dr.  Lardner,  in  his  Cafe  of  the  Demo- 
niacs j   and  Dr,  Mead,  in  his  Medica  Sacra,  c»ix, 

tice  k 
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tice ;  efpecially  as  feveral  things  have 
lately  been  urged  in  defence  of  demo- 
niacal poilcffions,  by  a  perfon  juilly  cele- 
brated both  for  his  genius  and  erudition b, 

b  Dr.  Warburton,   bifhop  of  Gloucefter,    Serm. 
Vol.   iii.    p.  213.        His    lordfliip's     zeal     for    the 
common    explication  of  the    New  Teftament  de- 
moniacs, is  the  more    remarkable,  as    in    the    firft 
volume    of  his  Sermons,    p.  204,    he  paffes  a  very 
fevere  cenfure  on  the  doitrine   of  poffeliions,  call- 
ing it,   "THE  SUPERSTITIOUS  IMPltiTT  of 
xlemoniaeal   po/j'ejjions."     It    mure    certainly  then  be 
Worth  our  while    to    inquire,   upon  what    grounds 
this  able  writer  fhould   now    affert  the  reaj  pouef- 
fion  of  the  gofpel  demoniacs,   when  he  had  before 
branded  the  general  doctrine  of  demoniacal  poiTef- 
fion    as  flip  erf atious    and  impious.       His  defence  is 
mafterly  ;  but  it  is  defective,    if  not  in  argument, 
at  leaft  in  candour  towards  thofe    who  differ  from 
him    in    opinion,  though    his   own,    as    it  (hould 
feem,   was    once    the    fame  with  theirs.      He  fees 
out  with  the  following  mifreprefentation  of  them: 
Of  this  fnp erjlilious  fancy ,  viz.  polTefiion  by  the  de- 
vil (they  tell  us)  fefus  and  bis  difciples    took    advan- 
Ivge,   in  order  to  imprefs   religious  horror  on  their  fol- 
lowers.      Such  grofs  abufe,  intended  to  create  un- 
juft  prejudice  in  his  readers  againfr  thofe  who  op- 
pofe  his  doctrine,  doth  as  little  honour  to  his  lord- 

B  %  which 
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which  could  not  be  taken  notice  of  by 
thofe  learned  writers.  If  I  mould  happen  to 
contribute  any  thing,-  be  it  ever  fo  little, 
towards  fupplying  their  defects,  or  cor- 
recting their  miftakes,  or  giving  a  fatif- 
factory  folution  of  the  difficulties  they 
have  not  removed,.  I  (hall  not  regret  my 
labour,  or  think  that  it  requires  any  apo^ 
logy.  Indeed,  the  difcuffion  of  this  fub- 
ject  was  necefTary  to  complete  the  deiign 
of  a  former  publication. 

Of  all  the  objections  agarnft  the  mira- 
cles of  Scripture,  there  are  none  that 
unbelievers  urge  with  greater  triumph, 
than  that  drawn  from  the  common  ex- 
plication of  the  gofpel-demoniacs c.  Now, 

fliip,  as  fervice  to  the  caufe  he  undertook  to  de- 
fend. 

c  Thus  Mr.  Rouffeau  (in  his  Troifieme  Let- 
tre  ecrite  de  la  Montagne)  exclaims  upon  the  fub- 
je& :  11  y  en  a  dans  l'Evangile  qu'il  n'eft  pas  meme 
poffible  de  prendre  au  pied  de  la  lettre  fans  re- 
noncer  au  bon  fens.  Tels  font,  par  exemple, 
ceux  des  pofledes. — Jefus  demande  a  un  grouppe 
de  demons  comment  iM  s'appelle,     Quoi  !   Les  ds- 

thougta 
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•though  we  are  not  to  give  up  any  of  the 
genuine  doctrines  of  revelation,  merely 
on  account  of  groundlefs  prejudices  con- 
ceived againft  them;  yet  certainly  we 
fhould    be    very  cautious  not  to   create 

mons  ont  ides  noms '?  'Les  anges  ont  des  noms? 
Les  purs  efprits  ont  des  noms  ?  Sans  doute  pour 
s'entre-appellerentre  eux,  ou  pour  entendre  quand 
Dieu  les  appelle  ?  Mais  qui  leur  a  donne  ces 
noms  ?  En  quelle  langue  en  font  les  mots  ? 
Quelles  font  les  bouches  qui  prononcent  ces  mots, 
les  oreilles  que  leurs  fons  frappent  ?  Ce  nom  c'eft 
Legion  ;  car  ils  font  plufkurs,  ce  qu'apparament 
Jefus  ne  favoitjjas.  Ces  anges,  ces  intelligences 
fublimes  dans  \c  mal  comme  dans  le  bien,  ces  etres 
celeries  qui  ont  pu  fe  revolter  contre  Dieu,  qui 
ofent  combattre  fes  decrets  eternels  fe  logent  en  tas 
dans  le  corps  d'un  homme,  forces  d'abandonner  ce 
rnalheureux,  ils  demandent  de  fe  jetter  dans  une 
troupeau  de  cochons,  ilsl'obtiennent ;  ces  cochons 
fe  precipitent  dans  la  mer  :  '&  ce  font  la.  les  au- 
guftes  preuves  de-la  miffion  du-Redempteur  du  genre 
humain,  les  preuves  qui.doivent  l'attefter  a  tous 
les  peuples  de  tous  les  ages,  &  dont  nul  ne  fau- 
roit  douter,  fous  peine  de  damnation  !  Jufte  Dieu'! 
Jja  tete  tourne  ;  on  ne  fait  ou  Ton  eft.  See  alfo 
Lucian's  PhiJopfend.  p.  337.  Oper.  torn.  ii.  ^ecj. 
,Amfkl. 

B  3  juft 
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juft  prejudices  againft  revelation,  by  our 
mifreprefentations  of  itd. 

With  refpect  to  Chriftians,  I  fee  no 
reafon  why  they  fhould  be  alarmed  at  an 
attempt  to  mew,  that  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  doth  not  countenance  the  doctrine 
of  real  porTefiions.  Can  it  overturn  any 
article  of  their  faith,  that  thev  themfelves 
could  wi/b  to  be  true  I  May  it  not  free 
them  from  many  groundlefs  terrors,  and 
give  them  more  honourable  ideas  of  the 
divine  government  ?  May  it  not  mew  the 
evidence  of  Ckrifiianity  to  great  advan- 
tage, as  well  as  refcue  it  from  the  fcorn 
of  unbelievers  ? 

Let  us  therefore  endeavour  to  lay  alide 
our  prejudices,  and  judge  according  to 
the  evidence  that  is  let  before  us.  The 
power  of  prejudice  to  blind  the  under- 
ilanding,  every  one  hath  obferved  in 
qthers  ;  and  it  muft  be  owing  to  great  in- 

d  Videndum  eft  ut  in  iftis  fobrie  fapiamus  ex 
Dei  verbo,  ne  pro  veritate  aniles  fabulas  fubftitua- 
Ums.      Beza  on.  Luke  viii.  31. 

attention, 
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attention,  if  we  have  not  felt  it  in  our* 
Jehes.  Have  we  never,  upon  cool  re- 
collection, feen  the  force  of  thofe  very 
arguments,  which,  when  firft  propofed, 
appeared  to  be  weak  or  inconclusive  ? 

It  may,  perhaps,  foften  the  prejudices 
of  fome  perfons  againfi:  the  opinion  main- 
tained in  the  following  meets,  to  confi- 
der  that  feveral  very  ancient  and  eminent 
writers  have  occafionally  delivered  fenti- 
ments  conformable  to  it ;  or,  at  leafl, 
fuch  as  are  equally  diflant  from  the  lite- 
ral fenfe  of   fcripture6.       At  the   fame 

e  In  proof  of  this  aiTertion,  I  will  tranferibe  a  few 
paffages  from  the  learned  Semlerus,  in  his  Commen- 
tatiodeDsmoniacis,  (Hals Magdeburg,  p. 26. 1769.) 
which  was  put  into  my  hands,  after  thefe  papers  were 
prepared  for  the  prefs,  by  an  ingenious  friend  who 
had  perufed  them.  Auguftinus  de  Gencfi  ad  Litter, 
xii.  17.  forte  r-evera  phreneticus  erat,  fed  propter 
ifta  daemonium  pati  putabatur.  Nempe  fine  pia- 
culo  h  fcelere  hoc  Auguftinus  fcribere  potuit, 
quum  in  ifto  opere  non  populum  refpiciat,  fed  in- 
telligent u>us  operam  dare  velit.  Rem  eandem 
titur    aiicubi    Theodoretus,    in    Pfal.   xci.  6. 

B  4  time, 
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time,  it  rauft  be  allowed,  that  the  oppo~ 
fite  opinion   can  boafl  of  many  learned 

dxtfj-oviov  |u.£<r>5juS^ivov,  xotlot  tviv  zrccgx  roig  srcAAct?  rt-- 
Quxt  ctofcotv.  Scimus  ol  zroWoi  funt  imperita  mul- 
titudo  ;  loquendi  confuetudinem  fecutus  eft  Grae- 
cus  intcrpres,  non  daemonium  incurfitans  ipfe 
confirmavit.  Agobardus  epiftola  ad  Barthol.  Ita 
ut  caderent  quidam  more  epilepticorum,  vel  eorum, 
quos  vulgus  daernoniacos  putat  vel  nominat.  Caefa- 
yius  quajftione  CXII.  ZjAfn/ja^OjtAEi/a?  <pr,<ri  v.oAx  rriv 
■zibo'xj.ioov  tccv  trc/AAtoV  u7rovo»«v,  jw,ri  p^w^svlwu  a,KHcrai 
to  v^nXolsgov.  Vulgata  in  opinione  imperitiorurn 
hanc  phrafin  dicit  fundari.  Obfervat  Euftathius 
in  Iliad,  a,  65,  48,  Dianam  haberi  airnav  paviuv9 
uq  oiov  HjVav,  Tojf  o-i\WHx£oy.£voi$,  Ifta  Wetftenius 
collegit ;  quibus  hsc  ilia  addo.  Damafcen.  in  Sa- 
cris  Parallel,  tomo  ii.  edit,  le  Quien  p.  470,  ex 
hornilia  falfo  Chryfoftomo  tributa,  pvyocg  0  Jat^wi-, 
■ft  oc(j.x^icc.  Cyril.  Hierofol.  Catech.  16,  7,  xocXsilai 
3e  uivsvfAix,  v.%1  n  upxplia,.  Chryfoftomus,  Homilia  65, 
in  Joan,  rev  enro  jris  e'ysw?  t*  ^pvcm — AiriTTYiSuvloi  th 
'^/vxja  daipow*  Auguftin.  in  Pf«xc.  (xci  Hebraice) 
Sermone  I,  recte  hie  intelligimus  per  daemonium, 
meridianum,  vebementem  perfecutionem.  Magda- 
lenae  feptem  daemonia,  plurbna  vitia  interpretatur 
Gregorius  M.  &  Theophylaclus,  excitante  Bened. 
Pererio  difput.  x.  in  cap.  xi.  Joan.  p.  21*  licet  ipfe 
n  dasmones;  fpiritus  praeferat,    p.  26,  27.    not.  i8t 

and 
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and  able  advocates.  The  proper  queftion 
before  us,  is,  which  of  thefe  two  opini- 
ons is  befl  fupported  by  reafon,  and  by- 
revelation.  If  we  have  cultivated  a  fin- 
cere  and  prevailing  affection  for  truth, 
our  inquiries  will  be  conducted  with  a 
generous  difregard  of  all  human  autho- 
rity, which  is  too  commonly  engaged  on 
the  fide  of  error. 

More  proofs  of  our  afTertion  might  be  produced. 
See  Wetftein's  very  learned  note  on  Matt.  iv.  24, 
and  compare  what  occurs  in  the  following  fheets, 
ch.  i.  fec"t.  9.  I  will  only  add  here  a  pafTage  from 
Calvin,  on  John  xiii.  27.  Nimis  vero  infulfe  de- 
lirant,  qui  diabolum  finguiit  effentialiter,  ut  lo- 
fjuuntur,  Judam  intraiTe. 
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DEMONIACS 


O  F     T  H  E 

NEW     TESTAMENT. ' 

jnoOflQaPURST  of  all,  I  will  endeavour 
3BC     F    39C  to   expla^n    an^    eftablim    the 
!r\*ww^  true    meaning   of    demoniacs 
in  the  JNew  Teitament : 

In  the  next  place,  attempt  to  folve  the 
feveral  objections  that  have  been  urged 
againfl  that  explication  : 

And  then  point  out  the  advantages  of 
it,  and  the  inconveniences  attending  the 
common  interpretation  of  this  fubjecl:. 

CHAP. 
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CHAP.     I. 


I¥Vill  endeavour  to  explain  and  efla- 
blifti  the  true  meaning  of  demoniacs 
in  the  New  Teftament. 

Whatever  is  necefTary  to  our  forming 
a§ult  idea  of  the  gofpel-demoniacs,  will 
be  comprized  under  the  ten  following 
proportions. 

SECT.     I. 

Prop.  I.  The  fpirits  that  were  thought  to 
take  pojfejjion  -of  mens  bodies s  are  called  in 
the  New  Tejlament  demons,  not  devils. 

The  Greek  word  f  from  whence  comes 
the  En  glim  name,  devil \  when  ufed  in 
the  lingular  number  in  the  New  Tefta- 
nient,  is  generally  fuppofed  to  refer  to 
one  particular  evil  fpirits,  the  chief 
tff  the  fallen   angels-:   but,  ut  the  id-me 

2  In  the  following  pafTages,  Matt.  iv.  i.  chap. 
xxt.  41.  A£b  x.  38.  ch,  xiii.  10.  Ephef.  vi.  n. 
Jam.  iv.  7.    1  Pet.  v.  8.    Rev.  xji.  9. 

time, 
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time,  it  mud  be  allowed  by  all,  that,. 
even  according  to  the  tranflation  now 
rn  ufe,  when  the  fame  Greek  word  oc- 
curs in  the  plural  number,  it  is  never 
applied  to  any  evil  fpirits  \  Indeed,  we 
often  meet  with  the  term  devils  in  the 
Englifh  tranflation  ;  but,  in  all  thefe  in- 
ftances,  that  of  demons  'l  is  ufed  in  the 
original.  Strange  as  it  may  feem,  it  is 
neverthelefs  an  undoubted  fact,  that  there 
is  not  a  (ingle  paffage  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  in  which  the  devil  or  devils  are 
fpoken  of,  in  reference  to  the  prefent  fub- 
jecl: \  Though  pojjejfed  perfons  are  fo 
very  frequently  '  mentioned   in   the  Gof- 

h  It  occurs  only  in  the  following  paffages  :  Their 
wives  muji  be — not  Jlanderers,  ((«i?  Jta£eAa?,  not  de- 
vils) i  Tim.  iii.  n.  In  the  lajl  times,  men  will  Be 
(diuZoXot,  devils)  falfe  accufers,  2  Tim.  iii.  3.  In 
like  manner,  in  Tit.  ii.  3.  aged  women  are  forbidden 
to  be  (JtaSoAs??,  devils)  falfe  accnfers. 

1  Aat^oi/f?,  dciiixovioc,. 

k  That  Ads  x.  38.  is  no  exception  will  be 
fhewn  below,  feift.  V. 

1  In  defcribing  perfons  pofTefTed,  the  word  Sxipcviou 
occurs    in    the    Gofpels    fifty- two    times  j    axipm 

pels, 
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pels,  they  are  not,  on  any  occafion  what- 
ever, faid  to-  have,  or  to  be  pojfejfed  by  the 
devil .  They  are  uniformly  and  invari* 
ably  defcribed  as  having,  or  being  pof* 
feiTed  by,  a  demon  or  demons.  Beelzebub 
is  called  the  prince  of  demons  m,  not  of 
devils.  It  would  therefore  be  foreign  from 
our  prefent  fubject  to  enquire  who  the 
devil  is. 

It  is  indeed  commonly  apprehended, 
that  demons  and  their  prince  are  the 
very  fame  fpirits  as  the  devil  and  his  an- 
gels. In  fupport  of  this  opinion,  the 
abettors  of  it  argue  in  the  following 
manner n :  "  Satan  and  Beelzebub  are 
«s  names  for  the  fame  perfon  :  for  when 

three  ;  and  $x.i[j.ovi£otji.ati  thirteen  ;  though  <^«SoAo? 
<Joth  not  occur  fo  much  as  once  in  reference  to 
poffeffions,  either  in  the  Gofpels,  or  in  any  other 
part  of  the  New  Teftament. 

m    Mat.  xii.  24.    Mark  iii.  12. 

n  See  Pegge's  Anfwer  to  Sykes,  and  the  learn- 
ed Dr.  Doddridge  on  Mat.  xii.  25.  Fam.  Expof. 
vol.  I.  p.  372J  note  g,  and  alfo  vol.  II.  p.  82,  note 
c,  2d  edit. 

«  (Thrift 
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•'  Chrift  was  reproached  with  calling  out 
"  demons  by  the  affiftance  of  the  prince 
"  of  demons,  he  replied,  How -can  Satan 
"  cafi  out  Satan  °  t  Now,  if  Satan, 
"  who  is  confidered  as  the  fame  perfoa 
*f  with  the  devil p,  was  the  prince  of  thofe 
"  demons  who  were  call  out  by  Chrift  j 
*'  then  demons  are  the  fame  foirits  as  the 
"  devil's  angels.  And  on  this  fuppofi- 
*'  tion,  there  cart  be  no  other  difference 
"  between  demons  and  the  devil,  than 
*'  that  which  fubfifts  between  a  prince 
"  and  his  fubjecls,  who  both  partake  of 
ts  one  common  nature,  though  the  prince, 
"  as  prefiding  over  the  reft,  hath  a  pe- 
"  culiar  name  of  his  own.'*  It  is  obferv- 
able,  that  Dr.  Sykes,  who  maintained 
that  demons  and  their  prince  were  a  dif- 
ferent order  of  fpirits  from  the  devil  and 
his  angels,  never  replied  to  this  objec- 
tion, though  frequently  urged  againft  him 

0  Mat.,  xii.  26.  Mark  iii.  26.   Luke  xi.  18. 
p  Rev.  ix.  12,  compare  Matt.  iv.  1,  with  Mark 
k  12, 

by 
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by  feveral  eminent  writers.  And  Dr% 
Lardnerqfeems  to  admit  its  force.  Fot1 
he  fays,  "  the  devil  is  often  called  Sa- 
tan and  Beelzebub." 

It  doth  not,  however,  feefn  to  me  to 
follow  from  the  paflage  under  confidera- 
tion,  that  the  devil  is  ever  called  Beel- 
zebub. For  the  term,  fatan,  is  riot  ap- 
propriated to  one  particular  perfon  or 
fpirit,  but  fignifies  an  adverfary,  or  oppo- 
nent, in  general.  The  Jews  called  every 
demon  by  this  name*  and  ufed  it  in  the 
plural  number.  Samael  is  ftyled  by  them, 
the  prince  of  fat  an  s\  Nay,  the  Very  Words 
of  our  Saviour,  How  can  Satan  caji  out 
Satan,  if  taken  in  their  ftricteft  fenfe, 
imply  that  there  were  feveral  fatans.   And 

i  Cafe  of  the  Demoniacs,  pj  42.  See  alfo  p.  36. 
In  what  manner  the  author  of  a  Review  of  the 
Controversy  concerning  Demoniacs,  attempted  to  folve 
this  difficulty,  the  reader  may  fee  by  corifulting 
p.  79.     Compare  Remarks  on  that  Tract,  p.  17. 

r  And  the  prince  of  all  the  fatans.  See  Dr.  Dod- 
dridge on  Matt.  xii.  25.  v.  I.  p.  372,  and  Ode's 
Commentar.  de  Angelis,  p.  6n« 

our 
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our  Lord  might  only  mean,  that  it  was 
unreafonable  to  fuppofe,  that  one  demon 
would  caji  out  another.  Or  if  you  under- 
ftand  him  to  the  following  purpofe  : 
■*  Were  Beelzebub,  whom  you  regard  as 
•1  the  chief  of  the,  prjf; fling  demons,  to  ex- 
"  pel  himfelf,  which  would  in  effect  be 
"  the  cafe  were  he  to  expel  his  agents 
cc  and  instruments,  he  would  act  againft 
*?  his  own  intereft,  and  defeat  his  own 
tc  fchemes :"  it  will  not  follow  from 
hence,  that  Beelzebub  was  confidered  as 
the  fame  perfon  with  the  devil.  It  doth 
not  appear,  that  there  is  any  reference 
here  to  the  latter.  He  and  Beelzebub 
might  be  regarded  as  two  diftinct  per- 
fons,  and  yet  each  be  called  fatan  :  a 
word  that  the  Scripture  itfelf  very  com- 
monly applies  to  every  one  who  is  an 
adversary,  or  acts  in  oppojition  to  an- 
others.     Indeed,   if  Beelzebub    and   his 

s  The  angel  of  the  Lord  is  called  fatan,  Numb. 
xxii.  22.  God's  anger  was  kindled  againft  Balaam, 
becaufe  he  went :  and  the  angel  of  the  Lord  flood  in 
the  way  ]&&{  for  a  fatan  or  adverfary  again/I  him, 

C  demons 
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demons  were  in  our  Saviour's  time  con-? 
ceived   to   be  the  very  fame  perfons   as 

In  the  33d  verfe    of  the  fame   chapter,    the  angel 
fays,  /  went  out  to  with/land  thee,  which  in  the  ori- 
ginal is,  to  be  a  fat  an  (]D^*7)  or  adverfary  to   thee. 
The  word  is  alfo  very  frequently  applied    to  men. 
Let  not  David  go  down    with  us  to  battle,  (faid    the 
princes  of    the  Philiftines)   left   in   the   battle  he   be, 
]D^7  a  fat  an,  ox  adverfary  to  us,  I  Sam.  xxix.  4. 
V/hat  have  I  to  do  with  you,  yefons  of  Zeruiah,  that  ye 
fhould  this  day  be  |Dt^7  a  fat  an,  or  adverfary  to  me? 
2  Sam.  xix.  22.     The  Lord  my  God  hath  given  me  reft 
on  every  fide,  fo  that  there  is  neither  adverfary  ^Dt^) 
nor  evil  occurrent,  1   Kings  v.  4.   See  alfo  1  Kings 
xi.  14,  23,  25.     Pfal.   xxxviii.  20.     Pf.  lxxi.    13. 
Pf.  cix.  4,  20,  29.     In  the  New  Teftament  Chrift 
fays    to   Peter,  Matt.  xvi.  23.    Get   thee  behind  me, 
fatan,  "  You  act  rather   as    an    enemy,    than    as  a 
"  friend,  in  difluading  me  from  fubmitting  to  fuf- 
<c  ferings  and  death.'*     St.  Paul,  in  2  Cor.  xii.  7. 
fays,  Left  I  fhould  be  exalted  above  meafure  through  the 
abundance,  of  the  revelations,  there  was  given  to  me  a. 
thorn  in  the  fiefh,    the  mejfenger  of  fatan  to  buffet  me. 
In  the  original  it  is  not  ayysXog  t3  aroflxv,  t£  the  angel 
f!  of  Satan,"  but  a-yyiXo?  <tjst«v,  an  angel  fatan,  or 
adverfary.     The    beft   commentators   fuppofe,  that 
the  bodily  afKiction,  or  thorn  in  the  flejh,  here  re- 
ferred to,  was  fome  paralytic  fymptom,    called  elfe- 
where   the   infirmity    of  the  fiefh,     Gal.  iv.  13.     In 
confirmation  of  this  opinion    it    mav  be  obferved, 

the 


of  the  New  Teftament.  19 

the  devil  and  his  angels,  is  it  not  very 
furprifing,  that  the  New  Teftament  in 
its  original  language,  mould  always  fpeak 
of  the  difeafed  perfons  under  confider- 
ation  as  pofTefTed  by  a  demon?  or  demons^ 
and  never  by  the  devil,  or  devils  f  a  word, 
as  all  muft  allow,  that  is  never  there  ap- 
plied to  evil  fpirits  in  the  plural  number, 
whatever  its  ufe  may  be  in  the  fingular. 
I  add,  that  inafmuch  as  Chrift  is  here  re- 

that  the  word  acrOn/Eta,  ufed  here  in  the  original,  is 
that  by  which  both  the  New  Teftament  writers  and 
the  Greek  phyficians  defcribe  thepalfy.  This  dis- 
order feems  to  have  been  occafioned  by  the  fplen- 
dor  of  his  vifions  affecting  the  nervous  fyftem  j 
and  was  purpofely  defigned  by  God,  not  merely  to 
prevent  a  too  great  elation  in  the  apoftle,  but,  by 
taking  off  from  the  gracefulnefs  and  energy  of  his 
delivery,  to  render  the  divine  power  more  confpi- 
cuous  in  the  fuccefs  of  his  miniftry.  It  is  im- 
poflible  that  St.  Paul  mould  refer  this  diforder  to 
the  devil ;  he  fpeaks  of  it  as  proceeding  from  God, 
or  (which  is  the  fame)  his  angel  acting  a  part  adver- 
fary  to  the  apoftle  ;  to  whom  this  difpenfation  of 
divine  Providence  was  exceedingly  humiliating  and 
painful,  however  wifely  defigned  by  Goda 

C  2  plying 
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plying  to  the  Pharifees,  and  reasoning 
with  them  on  their  own  principles  *,  he 
cannot  be  fuppofed  to  fpeak  of  a  differ- 
ent order  of  beings  from  what  they  did. 
Satan  therefore  muft,  be  equivalent  to 
demon,  in  the  fenfe  in  which  demon 
was  ufed  by  them,  which  will  be  ex- 
plained hereafter.  And  fhould  it  then 
appear,  that  by  demons  and  their  prince 
they  underftood  human  fpirits,  it  will 
from  hence  follow,  that  Chrift  can- 
not be  fpeaking  of  fpirits  of  a  celeftia^ 
prigin. 

*  Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  388. 


SECT. 


of  the  New  Tefiament:  £t 

SECT.      II. 

Prop.  II.  By  demons,  whenever  the 
word  occurs  in  reference  to  poffffions,  ei- 
ther in  the  Scriptures,  or  other  ancient 
writings,  we  are  to  underjland,  not  fallen 
angels,  but  the  Pagan  deities,  fuch  of  theni 
as  had  once  been  men. 


w 


E  have  elfewhere  u  examined  the 
meaning  of  demons,  when  applied 
to  the  objects  of  popular  worihip  in  th& 
Heathen  world ;  and  fhewn  from  the 
United  teflimony  of  Pagans  and  Jews  % 
from  the  authors  of  the  Septiiagintverfion 
of  the  Old  Teftament,  and  from  the 
writers  of  the  New,  that  we  are  hereby 
to  Underftand  fuch  human  fpirits  as  fu- 
perftition  deified.  We  are  now  to  in- 
quire, whether  the  word  be  not  ufed  iri 
the  fame  fenfe  by  all  the  ancients,  when' 
they  fpeak  upon  the  fubject  of  pos- 
sessions. 

*  DifTert.  on  Mir.    ch.  iii.  feS.  2. 

G  2  I.  With 
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I.  With  regard  to  the  Heathens t  it  is 
well  known,  that  they  advanced  human 
Spirits  to  the  rank  of  gods  and  demons  ; 
and  that  they  judged  them  capable  of  en- 
tering the  bodies  of  mankind,  and  of 
producing  phrenfy  and  diftraBioti,  which, 
as  will  be  (hewn  below,  was  regarded  as 
the  moft  ufual  erTecl:  of  demoniacal  pof- 
feflion.  Prophefying  amongft  the  Hea- 
thens was  attended  with  rage  and  mad- 
nefs  x.  Almoft  all  their  oracles  belonged 
to  that  fpecies  of  divination  which  was 
by  fury,  fuch  as  was  imputed  to  the 
power  and  prefence  of  their  gods.  And 
that  thefe  gods  were  deified  men,  appears 
from  the  oracles  of  Jupiter,  the  chief  of 
all  the  prophetic  divinities ;   of  Apollo, 

x  Not  only  the  Pythia  at  Delphi,  but  the  Sibyls 
alfo  fwelled  with  rage,  and  were  befide  them- 
felves.  See  Virgil.  JEn.  vi.  77.  Quid  vero  habet 
aucloritatis  furor  ifte  quem  divinum  vocatis,  ut, 
qux  fapiens  non  videat,  ea  videat  infanus  ;  &  is* 
qui  humanos  fenfus  amiferit,  divinos  aflecutus  iit  ? 
Cicer.  de  Divinat.  lib.  ii.  cap.  54, 

who, 
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who,  next  to  Jupiter,  excelled  moft  in 
the  faculty  of  infpiring  predictions,  and 
who  had  a  celebrated  temple  at  Delos^ 
the  reputed  place  of  his  birth  j  of  Tro- 
phonius,  Amphiaraus,  and  other  men, 
who  after  death  were  tranflated  to  the 
gods. 

The  terms  employed  by  the  Greeks  % 
to  defcribe  perfons  infpired,  pojfejfed,   and 


r  They  are  called  S'so^o^rJIoi,  iEfchyl.  Agamem- 
non, v:  1 149.  Straba,  lib.  xii.  p.  535.  D.  ed; 
Paris.  1620.  p.  809,  ed.  Amftelodami,  1707. — —— 
Seohynlci,  Plutarch,  de  Herodot.  malignitate,  p.  855. 
*-— * —  JarjtAow£o(u;£>oi,-  (which  fhews  that  the  gods 
by  whom  thefe  perfons  were  poflefled  were  demons) 
Plutarch.  Sympof.  lib.  vii.  quaeft.  5.  prop.  fin.  Vide 
Plutarch,  de  Fluviis,  p.  1159,  is  out  31  zjpog  -rsc  <?«*- 
uovi£ey.ivv<;.  Lucian  defcribes  them  by  a  iimilar 
word,  tjj?  (?aijtAovwi/7«f,  Philopfeudes,  p.  337.  v.  2. 
ed.  Amftelodami.  Concerning  an  exorcift  it  is 
there  faid,  tfaeXoivvti  rov  dxipevotj  a'oigit  dsemonem, 
P*  338  *• — — EupujtAfrr^t,  from  Euricles,   fee  He- 

*  It  may  be  worth  while  to  inquire  in  what  fenfe  demon 
h  ufed  in  this  Dialogue  of  Lucian.  Ion,  after  be  had  given. 
an  account  of  rbe  perfon  who  caft  out  demons,  adds,  that 
he  him/elf  had  feen  one  (that  is,  a  demon)  fo  ejected.  Many 
others  as  tveil  as  you,   faid  Eucrates,  have  met  'with  demons 

C  4  difor- 
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dtfordered  in  their  under/landings,  ferve  to 
fhew,  that  the  fpirits  by  whom  thefe  per- 
fons  were  thought  to  be  actuated*  were 
not  fallen  angels,  but  the  gods  the  Hea- 
thens  wormipped  ;    particularly  fuch  as 

fychius,  Suidas,  or  Vandale  de  Idolat.  p.  648,  649. 

— — •arufiwwf?,  Schol.  in  Ariftophan.  Vefp.  1014.. 

p.  314.  ed.  Kufter.  Plutarch    de   Orac.    defect,  p.. 

414.  E.  DifTert.  on  Miracles,  p.  275.;  (£>o»6o-- 

Xrnrloi  or  (poi£oXa,[jt.Trloi,  Plutarch,  in  Pompeio,  & 
Herodot.  lib.  iv.  p.  229.  c.  13.- — and  vv{A<poA.wrloi9l 
Plato   in  Phaed.    p.  1216.  E.    &    p.  1218.  F. 

(Jai'uoo-iv.)  I  have  a  thoufand  times  feen  fuch  things.  In  proof 
of  this  alTertion,  he  allures  the  company,  that  he  and  his 
family  had  often  feen  the  ftatue  of  Pelichus  defcending  from 
his  pedeftal,  and  walking  round  the  boufe,  p.  338,  339.  In. 
the  fequel  of  the  dialogue,  Eucrates,  who  had  been  defend- 
ing the  dodhine  of  apparitions,  fayc,  V/e  have  been  endea- 
vouring to  perfuade  ^Tychiades,  (who  fuftains  the  character  of 
of  an  unbeliever  in  thefe  points,)  that  there  are  demons, 
($a.i(jt,o\iag  rivm  that,)  and  that  the  phantafms  and  fouls  of  the  dead 
nvander  upon  the  earth,  and  appear  to  nvhom  they  pleafe,  p. 
346.  To  confirm  this  fentiment,  Diognotus,  the  Pythagorean, 
bids  lychiades  go  to  Corinth,  where  he  might  lee  the  very 
houfe  from  which  he  himfelf  had  expelled  the  demon  {jh- 
$aly.oia.)  that  difturbed  it,  which  was  the  ghoft  of  a  dead  man, 
p.  348.  Nor  doth  it  appear,  that  the  word  demon,  is  in  any 
part  of  the  Dialogue,  applied  to  any  other  than  human  fpi- 
rits. The  demoniacs  therefore,  of  whom  he  fpeaks  in  this 
Dialogue,  mult  be  polTefTed  by  fuch  fpirits.  He  ules  demon 
in  the  fame  fenfe  on  other  occafions.  "Eas-cm  di/anavs-aa-Bctt  th? 
vov  fAaua^Tn  fcti'|i*ovac.  Sine  quiefcant  defunfti  manes.  De  Luc- 
tu,  torn.  ii.  p.  307.    In  his  Charon,  live  Contemplantes,  v.  1. 

6  were 
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were  of  human  origin,  or  mere  fictions 
of  the  imagination.  This  obfervation 
holds  true  alfo  with  refpeel  to  the  terms 
employed  to  defcribe  the  fame  perfons 
by  the  Latins  2.  We  are  indeed  exprefsly 
informed  by  Hippocrates,  that  the 
Greeks  referred  poffefiion  to  their  gods, 
particularly  the  mother  of  the  gods, 
Neptune,    Mars,    Apollo,    Hecate,    and 

z  They  are  called  by  the  Lathis,  Lymphatic!, 
Plin.  Nat.  Hifh  lib.  xxv.  c.  5.  p.  386,  ed.  Kar- 
duin.  Thefe  anfwer  to  the  wptpoM-rAci  of  the 
Greeks.  Veteres  Graeci  Nympham  dicebant,  quanx 
nos  mutatione  unius  literas  Lympharri,  hoc  eft,, 
aquam,  Calopin.  Di&ionar.- — Bacchantes.  Bac- 
chae  bacchanti  ft  velis  advoifarier,  ex  infana  infa- 
niorem  facies.  Plant  Amphit.  Act.  ii.  fc*  2.  v.  71. 
SeeHerodot.  lib.  iv.  c.  79.  &  Curtius,  viii.  33.—— 
Some  perfons  are  defcribed  by  Pliny,  (Nat.  Hift, 
lib.  xxx.  c.  10.  feci:.  24.)  as  agitated  a  nocturnis  diis, 
Faunifque.     The    Fauni    were    the    gods    of    the 

35S,  he  introduces  Mercury  as  informing  Charon,  that  men 
believed,  that  the  fouls  of  the  departed  ieafted  upon  the  li- 
bations and  facrifices  that  were  offered  them  ;  which  is  what 
heelfewhere,  as  well  as  others,  affirms  concerning  demons. 
TTSTri^£''Kacri    J-'  «v   ti;  4-d^«c  dvctirsy-'irofjtiiia.s.     x.  t.    X.     Comparer 

his  Menippus  feu  Necycmantia,  p.  3x8,  329. 

the 
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the  heroes  *,  who  were  all  human  fpi- 
rits.  The  defign  of  his  treatife  On  the 
Epilepfy  b  is  to  mew,  that  this  diforder 
was  neither  more  divine,  nor  facred  than 
other  diforders }  in  oppofition  to  priefts* 
magicians,  and  impoftors,  who  referred 
it  more  immediately  to  the  gods,  and 
undertook  to  cure  it  by  expiations  and 
charms c.  And  we  are  certain,  that  amongfr. 
the  Latins,  the  fpirits  that  actuated 
the  Cerriti  and  Larvati  (who  moft  ex- 
actly anfwered  to  the  demoniacs  of  the 
New  Teftament)  were  no  other  than 
deified  human  ghofts  d. 

fields,  and  fprang  from  Faunus,  the  father  of 
Latinus.  Concerning  the  Cerriti  and  Larvati,  fee 
below,   note  (d). 

a   Vide  p.  303.  Oper.  ed.  Foefii,  Genev.  1657* 
This  paflage  will    be  cited   below,   ch.  ii.  feci.  3,^ 
No  3. 

IIe£»  Ii/ims  vow. 

c  Vide  Hippocrat.  Oper.  p.  301,  302,  303,  307* 
310. 

d  The  Cerriti  and  Larvati.  The  Cerriti  de- 
rived their  names  from  Ceres,  the  daughter  of 
Saturn.      In  Cereris    facris    furore  corripiebantuf. 

Such 
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Such  were  the  fentiments  of  the  Hea- 
thens  concerning    poiTefllng  demons   in 

Et  ficut  a  Baccho  Bacchantem  dicimus,    fie  a  Ce- 
rere  Cerritum.    Calepini  Diclionar. 

As  to  the  Larvati,  lar  aut  Jars  eft  Hetrufca  vox. 
It  fignifies  a  prince^  or  a  lord;  which  laft  word  is 
fuppofed  to  be  derived  from  lar.  See  Ainfworth 
and  Littleton  on  this  word.  It  was  applied  not 
only  to  their  domejlic,  but  alfo  to  their  celeftial  gods, 
the  dii  majorum  gentium,  who  were  all  natives  of 
this  .lower  world  ;  and  anfwers  to  the  word  Smtpm* 
Quos  Grasci  (Wjtxouaf,  noftri,  opinor,  Lares.  Cicer. 
in  Timaeo  3.  That  the  demons  of  the  Greeks 
were  deified  men  and  women,  we  have  fhewn  elfe- 
where.  Arnobius,  fays,  Varro — nunc  antiquo- 
rum  fenlentias  fequens  larvas  effe  dicit  lares,  quad 
quofdam  genios  &  functorum  animas  mortuorum. 
Adv.  Gentes,  lib.  iii.  p.  124.  A  laribus  larva?. 
Larvae  gentibus  erant  mortuorum  animae,  quas 
aliter  umbras  vocabant.    Vide  Littleton. 

The  ghofts  of  the  deceafed  were  diftinguifhed 
by  different  names,  according  to  their  different 
difpofitions  and  functions.  The  larvae  were  con— 
fidered  as  mifchievous  fpirits.  "What  Apuleius 
fays  on  this  fubjecl,  in  his  book,  De  Deo  So- 
cratis,  is  as  follows  :  Secundo  fignatu  fpecies  dce- 
monum  animus  humanus,  exutus  &  liber  ftipendiis 
vita?,   corpore  fuo  abjuratis.      Hunc  vetere  Latina 

every 
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every  age ;  and  particularly  in  that  irt 
which  the  Gofpel  was  firfl  published; 
Strabo,   who  flourimed   in   the    time  of 

lingua  reperio  Lerflurem  *  di£titatum.  Est  his 
ergo  Lemuribus,  qui,  pofteriorum  fuorum  curarrt 
fortitus,  pacato  &  quieto  numine  domum  poffi- 
det,  Lar  dicitur  familiaris.  Qui  vero,  propter 
adverfa  vitse  merita,  nullis  bonis  fedibus  incerti 
vagatione,  ceu  quodam  exilio,  punitur,  inane  ter- 
riculamentum  bonis  hominibus,  coeterum  noxiuni 
malis,  id  genus  plerique  Larvas  perhibent.  Cum 
vero  incertum  eft,  quse  cfuique  eorum  fortitio  eve- 
nerit,  utrum  Lar  fit,  an  Larva;  nomine  Manem 
deum  nuncupant  f .— Larvatus  is  derived  front 
Lars,  or  rather  from  Larva,  and  is  generally  ex- 
plained by  larva  indutus,  vel  daimone  poiTefTus.  A 
larvis  furiofi  infanique  vocantur  larvati.  1  agree 
with    a  learned  writer,  (Crito^  v.  u  p.  238)    that 

*  Mox  etlam  Lemures  animas  dixere  filentum. 

Ovid.  Fad.  1.  5. 

f  St.  Auftin  (De  Civ.  Dei,  lib.  ix.c.  1 1.)  gives  the  following 
account  of  the  fentiments  of  the  Platonifts  on  this  fubjeft, 
of  fuch  of  them  efpecially  as  he  fuppofed  bed  underftood 
Plato.  Dicit  quidem  &  animas  hominum  da?mones  efle,  &  ex 
hominibus  fieri  Lares,  fi  meriti  bonifunt ;  Lemures  feu  Larva, 
ii  mali.  Manes  autem  deos  dici,  cum  incertum  eft,  bonoruni 
eos,  feu  malorum  e(Te  meritorum. — -Larvas  quippe  dicit  effe 
noxios  dsemones  ex  hominibus  faftos.  Sed  hiftc  alia  quasftio 
eft.  Inde  autem  perhibet  appellari  Grasce  beatos  tlbaipova?,, 
quod  boni  fint  an-imi,  hoc  eft,  boni  dsemones,  animos  quoque 
hominum  da:mones  efle  confirmans. 
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Auguftus,  calls  the  goddefs  Feronia 
(who  was  born  in  Italy)  a  demon:  and 
fays,  that  thofe  who  were  pojj'ejfed  by  this 
demon  c  walked  barefoot  over  burning 
coals.  Philoftratus,  in  his  life  of  Apol- 
lonius  Tyanasus,  who  was  cotemporary 
with  Chrift,  relates,  that  a  demon  who 
poffeffed  a  young  man,  confeffed  him- 
felf  to  be  the  ghojl  of  a  per/on  Jlain  in 
fyattle  f. 

II.  Let  us  proceed  to  inquire  what 
were  the  fentiments  of  the  Jews,  con- 
cerning thofe  demons  which  were 
thought  to  polfefs  mankind.     The  whole 

the  larvati  are  demoniacs  :  but  thelarvze  with  which 
they  were  pofTefTed,  were  human  ghofts.  Confe- 
quently  fuch  alfo  demons  were. 

Qeguvia,  -htoAj?  tfiv   o[j.uvv{A(§y>  iTTi^ugia.  run  Sxi- 

jtAOVj. ol     XOUt^OfAtVOl     U7T0      TJ5J      dzLlAQVQf  TOLVTYlf, 

Strabo,  lib.  v.  p.  346. 

%\vxi  [Aiv  fjJ'wAov  ayJpes,  o?  •croAsjoud  -arorl  OLTntyxviv, 
Daemon  quifnam  effet  confeffus  eft— nempe  aiebat 
fe  umbram  hominis  effe  in  bello  oiim  interfecti. 
Vit.  Apollonii  Tyan.  lib,  iii.  c.  38.  p.  128. 

hif- 
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hiftory  of  this  people  furnifhes  a  melan- 
choly proof  of  their  great  pronenefs  to 
adopt  the  principles  and  practices  of  their 
fuperftitious  and  idolatrous  neighbours. 
In  the  time  of  our  Saviour,  the  Greek 
learning  (originally  built  on  the  philo- 
fophy  of  the  Eaft)  was  greatly  ftudied 
and  admired  by  the  Jews,  and  had  in- 
fected even  the  loweft  ranks  of  men.  It 
is  natural  therefore  to  fuppofe,  that  thofe 
amongft  them,  who,  like  their  Hea- 
then neighbours,  believed  in  real  pof- 
feffions,  would  afcribe  thefe  effects  to  the 
fame  fpifits  as  they  did.  What  is  fo 
highly  probable  in  theory,  will,  per- 
haps, upon  inquiry,  appear  to  be  true  in 
fact. 

In  proof  of  this  point,  I  would  firfr. 
of  all  produce  a  paflage  from  the  evan- 
gelical hiflory,  which  is  generally  urged 
to  eftablifh  the  contrary  doctrine.  I  re- 
fer to  the  language  of  the  Pharifees, 
when  they  made  the  following  objection 

to 
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to    Chrifl's    cure   of    demoniacs    ;     He 
cajleth  out  demons  by  Beelzebub  (or  as  it  is 
in    the   Greek,   Beelzebu!)  the  prince  of 
demons.     In  the  late  controverfy  concern- 
ing  demoniacs,     it   was   confidently  af- 
ferted  by  one  party,   and  either  allowed 
or   not   difputed    by   the    other,    "  that 
"  Beelzebub  is  the  name  which  the  Jews 
f(  gave  to  the  prince   of  fallen  angels  5 
"  and  that  it  was  given  him  by  way  of 
"  derifion  5    Beelzebub   being  the  fame 
(i  with  Baalzebub,  and  Signifying  as  that 
"  doth,   the  lord  of  a  fly."     Now  were  it 
true,   that    Beelzebub  is   a  fallen  angel, 
demons,  without  doubt,  are  fpirits  of  the 
fame  order.    But  what  hath  been  afTerted 
by  fome  with  regard  to  this  matter,  and 
too  readily  granted  by  others,   hath  never 
yet  been  proved.     The  point  deferves  to 
be  carefully  considered. 

We   learn   from  the   Old  Teftament, 
that   Ahcziah  fent  meffengers,    and  faid 

%  Matt.  x.  25.    ch.  xii.  24,  27.      Mark  iii.  22. 
Luke  xi.  15,  18,  19. 

unto 
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unto  them,  Go,  inquire  of  Baalzebub,  the 
god  of  Ekron,  whether  I  jhall  recover  of 
this  difeafeh.  From  this  paifage  if  clearly 
appears,  that  Beelzebub  was  a  goa  of 
the  Philifiines,  and  bad  a  temple  ai.d 
oracle  at  Ekron.  It  like.wife  appears, 
that  this  name  was  not  given  him  by 
way  of  contempt ;  becaufe  it  was  ufed  by 
Ahaziah  at  the  very  time  he  was  acknow- 
ledging his  divinity,  and  defirous  of  con- 
futing him  concerning  his  recovery. 
This  is  farther  evident  from  the  true 
meaning  of  this  name,  and  the  reafon  of 
its  being  given.  Hirlory  informs  us, 
what  we  may  eafily  credit,  that  thofe 
who  lived  in  hot  climates,  and  where 
the  foil  is  moift,  (which  was  the  cafe  of 
the  Ekronites,  who  bordered  upon  the 
fea,)  were  exceedingly  infefted  with 
flies.  Thefe  infects  were  fometimes 
thought  to  caufe  contagious  diftem- 
pers.     Pliny  makes  mention  of  a  people 


k   2  Kin°;s  i.  2. 


&k 
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who  (lopped  a  peftilence  which  they  oc- 
casioned, by  facrificing  to  the  jly- hunting 
god\  It  feems  not  improbable,  that  fome 
imagined  cure  of  this  kind,  or  a  general 
perfuafion  of  his  power  of  driving  away 
flies  from  the  places  they  frequented, 
might  be  the  reafon  why  the  god  of 
Ekrori  was  called  Beelzebub  k.  For  it 
was  cuftomary  with  the  Heathens,  to 
call  their  gods  by  the  name  of  thofe  in- 
fects, from  which  they  were  believed  to 

1  Invocant  Elei  myiagron  deum,  mufcarum  mul- 
titudine  peftilentiam  afferente  ;  quae  protinus  in- 
tereunt,  poflquam  litatum  eft  ei  deo.  Plin.  Nat. 
Hift.  lib.  x.  c.  28.  §  40. 

k  Some  of  the  Greek  Fathers  thought,  that 
this  fly  god  was  worshipped  under  the  form  of  a 
fly.  And  Mr.  Young  (on  Idolatry,  vo\.  ii.  p.  91, 
92  )  obferves,  that  it  was  cufromary  with  the 
Heathens  to  reprefent  their  gods  by  fome  crea- 
tures that  were  facred  to  them.  But  the  fuppofed 
power  of  this  god  over  that  noxious  infe<5t,  the 
fly,  feems  to  me  the  moft  probable  reafon  of  the 
name  of  Beelzebub. 

D  deliver 
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deliver  their  worfhippers l.  The  gcd  of 
flies™,  and  the  fly -hunter*,  were  titles  af- 
cribed  by  the  Greeks  to  Jupiter,  as  well 
as  to  Hercules  °.  Now,  in  as  much  as 
Beelzebub  is  a  title  of  honour,  and  fuch 
as  might  be,  and  certainly  was,  applied 
to  the  god  of  Ekron  by  his  wormippers^ 
it  can  hardly  be  doubted,  but  that  it  was 
in  ufe  amongft  the  Philiftines,  as  well 
as  amongft  the  Jewsp.     Whatever  opi- 

1  Sic  Hercules  di&us  WoxJovos,  interemptor  ver- 
miculorurn  vites  infeftantium,  qui  Grsecis  wr's?.  Item 
xoovoo7TBvg,  culicum  depulfor  Oetceis  cultus.  Lo- 
mierus  de  vet.  Gent.  Luftrationibus,  p.  23.  Vide 
etiam  Bochart.  Hierozoic.  par.  If.  lib.  iv.  c.  9* 
Oper.  vol.  iii.  p.  500,  &  par.  I.  libi  i.  c.  5.  Oper. 
vol.  ii.  p.  36  &  Selden.  de  Dis  Syr.  Syntag.  iie. 
c.  6.  p.  228.  ed  Amftel.   16S0. 

m  MvVwJVk-,   mufcarum  deus. 

n  Mviaypc,   mufcarum  venator. 

H^auiAa,  Clem.  Alexandrinus  in  Protreptico. 

p  Bochart  fays,  Itaque  nomen  Beelzebub  tam 
apud  Philifbeos*  quam  apud  Ifraelitas  in  ufu 
fuiffe  reor.      And    Selden    (ubi    fupra,   p.    227.) 

8  H-io-ja* 
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hion  the  latter  had  formed  of  the  moral 
character  of  the  prince  of  demons,  yet, 
even  they  did  not  call  him  Beelzebub  by- 
way of  derifion,  notwitbfhnding  the 
feeming  meannefs  of  this  term,  the  lord  of 
flies.  For  the  Jews  had  learned  of  the 
Heathens,  to  regard  a  power  of  driving 
away  thefe  noxious  infects  as  a  divine 
prerogative-,  endeavouring  to  perfuade 
men  %  that  the  temple  of  Jerufalem, 
though  fo  many  facrifices  were  offered 
there  daily,  never  had  a  fly  upon  it  J 
thus  copying,  rather  than  deriding,  what 
the  Heathens  fabled  concerning  fome  of 
their  temples,  into  which,  (according  to 
Pliny,  Solinus,  and  others)  no  fly  could 
enter  \ 

ufes  ftrortger  language^  Mihi  perfuafiffimum  eft* 
Accaronitis  ipfis  eum  Baalzebub  dictum. 

*  In  Pirke  Avoth,  c„  5.  §  6,  7.  Non  con- 
fpetta  eft  mufca  in  domo  madtationis. 

r  Should  it  be  faid,  "  that  the  Greek  word 
"  ufed    in   the   New   Teftament,   is   not  Beelze- 

D  2  Upon 
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Upon  what   grounds  then  is  it  con- 
cluded,  that   by  Beelzebub,    we   are  to 

"  hub.  but  Beelzebut,  which-  Signifies  the  lord  of 
*.'  a  dunghiU  ;  and  therefore  that  this  name  could 
"  not  have  been  ufed  by  the  Heathens,  but  muft 
"  have  been  given  by  the  Jews  in  deriflon  :"  I 
anfvver,  i.;  That  many  learned  men  fuppofe,  that 
the  yw.;,l  b  was  fometimes  changed  into  1  in  the 
ancient  languages.  Bochart  (Hieroz.  par.  II.  lib.  iv. 
c.  9.  p.  501.)  and  Grotius  (on  JVTat^  x.  25.} 
nave  given  inftances  of  fuch  changes.  On  this 
fuppofition,  the  Greek  word  will  agree  with  the- 
Hebrew,  2  Kings  i.  2.  2.  If  Beelzebul  be  ufed 
as  a  different  name  from  Beelzebub,  there  will 
rreverthelefs  be  no  reafon  to  fuppofe  that  it  was 
;  ,  n  by  the  Jews,-  or  that  it  was  exprelTive  of 
contempt.  When  the  Jews  reproached  the  Hea- 
then gods  as  dung,  they  ufe  a  different  word, 
Cj^Y^J,  2  Kings  xxi.  21.  Ezek.  vi.  4,  If  Zebul 
be  derived  from  /^l?  Zebel,  Stercus,  it  corres- 
ponds to  •  xott^o?  in  the  Orphic  verfes,  Ziv  xJJVf, 
ixiyari  $9ewv'i  s^vfxsvs  xoV^co,  Jupiter  !  moji  Ulujirt- 
cus,  the  greatejl  of  the  gods,  wrapt  in  dung.  What 
Clemens  Aiexandrinus  fays  of  the  Stoics,  is  agree- 
able to  the  do&rine  of  Orpheus,  and  to  that  of 
the  Pagans  in  general,  h£  ¥aVn;  »Xns,  xat  <?««  t«c 
'art^m&TMi  to  Suov  3wuv  Xiyofla,;.  Cohort,  p.  5&. 
ed.  Oxon.      The  Hebrew  word  b^[  zebul,  pro- 

under- 
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understand  the  devil,  if  by  -the  devil  be 
meaned  a  fallen  angel  ?  Can  this  be  proved 
from  the  import  of  the  name  ?  There  is 
no  kind  of  afHnity  between  Beelzebub 
and  devil  either  in  found  or  meaning. 
Were  the  Jews  accuftomed  to  call  the 
devil  by  the  name  of  Beelzebub  ?  The 
very  contrary  appears  from  their  ancient 
writings,  in  which  he  is  called  Afrno- 
dsus  r.  This  is  a  great  objection  againft 
the  common  hypothecs.  The  difficulty 
was  felt  and  confeiied  by  Bochart,  Sel- 
den,     and   others'.       But   thefe    learned 

perly  fignifies  an  habitation,  and  (as  Stockius  ob- 
ferves)  is  applied  to  the  heavens,  the  manfion  of 
the  deity.  This  agrees  with  the  title  of  Beelfamen 
or  Baalfemin,  the  lor.d  of  heaven,  which  the  Ekro- 
nites,  and  other  Phenicians  gave  to  their  fuprems 
xiumen.  Whether  therefore  Beelzebub  and  Beel- 
zebul  be  different  names,  or  the  fame  name  with 
-different  terminations,  they  defcribe  the  perfon 
whom  the  Heathens  regarded   as  their  chief  deity. 

f  See  Seiden  and  Bochart  in  the  places  referred 
to  in  the  next  note. 

t  Bochart,  vol.  iii.  p.  501,  fays,  Difficilior  eft 
qusefrio,  cur    Pharifaei  five   Beelzebub,  five  Bee]r 
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men  did  not  advert,  that  the  Pharifees 
were  not  fpeaking  of  the  devil.  It  is  in- 
deed in  the  highefl  degree  improbable, 
that  there  mould  be  any  reference  here 
to  the  devil,  for  this  farther  reafon,  that 
he  is  never  fpoken  of  in  Scripture  as  pof- 
fefftng  men  bodies  \  this  was  deemed  the 
peculiar  office  of  demons.  Beelzebub 
was  the  prince  of  the  poj] effing  demons^  in 
the  eftimation  of  the  Pharifees  \  and 
therefore  in  their  eflimation,  was  a  hu^ 
man  fpirit;  as  will  be  Jhewn  immediately 
upon   the  exprefs  teftimony  of  a  learned 

zebul,  dsmonem  principem  efie  voluerint,  qui 
Hebrscorum  aliis  effc  ^TlEl^ft  Afmodaeus.  Selden, 
p.  231,  freely  owns,  Ob  quam  rem  ad  principem 
dasmoniorum  denotandum  ulurpetur  Beelzebub  aut 
Beelzebul  (dum  tamen  innuebant  Beelzebub)  fateor 
cum  Origine,  me  omnino  latere. — Neque  hunc 
faciunt  Ebr^orum  monimenta  dasmoniorum  prin- 
cipem, fed  Aihmodssum  potius. — Hunc  memorat 
Elias  in  Thiibi,  qui  eidem  Samael  etiam  fcribit 
vocabulo  fuifle.  Volunt  autem  Samaelem  pro- 
prium  efle  Diaboli  nomen,  qui  primos  parente? 
fefellito 

Pha- 
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Pharifee.  Laftly,  Beelzebub  was  a  Hea- 
then deity  :  for  he  is  fpoken  of  here 
as  a  demon,  which  was  the  ufual  appella- 
tion of  the  Heathen  deities ;  he  is  exprefly 
called  in  the  Old  Teftament,  the  god 
of  Ekron,  and  is  reprefented  by  the 
Pharifees  under  the  very  fame  title  and 
character  as  the  Heathens  themfelves  af- 
cribed  to  their  gods.  The  Pharifees 
therefore,  under  this  title,  did  not  refer 
to  a  different  perfon  from  what  the  Hea- 
thens did.  Now,  if  Beelzebub  was  a 
Heathen  demon,  or  deity,  he  was  no 
other  than  a  deified  human  fpirit :  for 
fuch  were  all  the  Heathen  demons,  who 
were  the  more  immediate  objects  of  the 
publick  eftablifhed  worfhip%  and  thofe 
in  particular  to  whom  divination  and  ora- 
cles were  afcribed  \     And  if  the  prince 

That   demon  was  the  term  ufed  both  by  Hea- 
thens and  Jews   to  defcribe  deified  human  fpirits., 
is  fhewn    in  DifTert.   on  Mir.  p,  174.   198.      See 
likewife  below  feci-.  10. 
*   See  above,  p.  22,  23. 

P  4  of 
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of  demons  was  of  human  extract,     no 

doubt  his  fubjects  were  fo  likewife  Y. 

That  the  ipirits  who  were  fuppofed 
to  pofTefs  mankind,  were  thought  by  the 
Jews  to  be  fuch  human  fpirits  as  be- 
came demons  after  their  departure  from 
the  body,  appears  with  flill  clearer  evi- 
dence, from  the  exprefs  teftimony  of 
Jofephus,  the  learned  Pharifee  referred 
to  above.  This  writer  was  nearly  co- 
temporary  with    the  apoflles,  and  wrote 

y  It  is  no  inconfiderable  confirmation  of  the 
explication  given  above  of  the  prince  of  demons, 
that  the  Heathens  (whofe  language  the  Pharifees 
adopt)  apply  the  fame  or  a  fimilar  term  to  a  hu- 
man fpirit.  In  the  Alceftis  of  Euripides,  Hercules 
is  introduced  as  faying,  v.  1 140,  M«^*iv  irvvcttyots 
$aiy.6vwv  tco  xoipavw.  Commifla  pugna  cum  rege  dez- 
monmn,  which  the  fcholiaft  explains  by  tw  tuv  vsk- 
pZv  xiww,  adding,  (par)  yoif>  tsc  vsxgiss  fxipovoit. 
By  demons  we  are  here  neceffarily  to  underftand,  the 
dead  ;  and  by  the  prince  of  demons t  is  probably 
meaned  Pluto,  the  fon  of  Saturn,  brother  of  Jupiter 
and  Neptune.  He  was  called  Summanus,  q.  fummus 
manium,   Auguft.  de  Civ.  Dei,  lib.  iv.  c.  23.. 

in 


of  the  New  Tejiament.  41 

in  the  fame  language  as  they  did.  He 
was  well  acquainted  with  the  fentiments 
of  his  countrymen  with  refpecl:  to  pofTef- 
fions.  The  expulfion  of  demons  was 
indeed  a  favourite  fubject  with  him.  He 
hath  entertained  his  readers  with  a  long 
account  of  the  method  of  effecting  it, 
and  defcribed  what  appeared  to  him 
to  be  an  inftance  of  its  fuccefs,  when 
tried  by  a  Jew  in  the  prefence  of  Vef- 
pafian z.  In  order  to  raife  the  character 
of  Solomon,  who  makes  fo  diftinguifh- 
ed  a  figure  in  the  Jewifh  hiftory,  he 
fcruples  not  to  affirm,  that  he  was  in- 
ftru&ed  by  God  in  the  anti-demoniac 
art3-.  From  a  writer  of  this  turn  of 
mind,  we  are  not  to  expect  any  thing  to 
be  faid  unneceffarily  in  diminution  of  the 
power  of  demons.  For  the  greater  their 
power  is,  the  greater  glory  would  thofe 
acquire,  who  could  give  proper  evidence 

z  Antiq.  1.  viii.  c.  2.  §  5. 

*    T?1V  X&TOl  T'Zv  $HXfJt,QV(tiV  Tr^i/ni/,    ib, 

of 
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of  their  being  able  to  controul  and  expel 
them.  Neverthelefs,  Jofepiius  fays,  that 
demons  are  the  fpirits  of  wicked  men,  who 
enter  the  living,  and  kill  thofe  who  receive 
no  help b ;  language  too  clear  and  exprefs 
to  be  perverted  by  the  power  of  criti- 
cifm. 

III.  Let  us  now  inquire  in  what  fenfe 
it  is  moft  reafonable  to  underhand  de- 
mons, when  ufed  in  reference  to  pof- 
feilions  by  Chrift  and  his  apoflles. 

It  hath  been  faid,  that  *c  this  word 
"  carries  a  different  meaning  in  the  facred 
ct  writings,  from  what  it  did  in  the  pro- 
fi  fane;  or,  that  our  Saviour  and  the 
ff  evangeliils  ufed  it  in  a  fenfe  peculiar  to 
"  themfelves."  How  does  this  appear?  It 
ought  not  to  be  prefumed,  or  taken  for 
granted,  that  any  perfon  whatever,   who 

Ta  yap  xctXiptva  dsufAQVitx,   ra-vrx    $\  Txoviipuv 

x/f/vovla  raj  @or$stoc$  pri  rvy^ot.vovlcx.g.  De  Bello 
Jud.  lib.  vii.  c.  6.  §  3.  The  demoniacs  of  Jofepbus 
anfwer  to  the  laryati  of  the  Romans. 

hath 
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hath  no  intention  to  deceive,  ufes  words 
in  a  fenfe  different  from  the  red:  of  the 
world,  unlefs  he  gives  exprefs  notice  of 
his  fo  doing.  Whoever  aflumes  a  liberty 
of  giving  a  new  meaning  to  words,  with- 
out explaining  it,  cannot  intend  to  en- 
lighten, but  to  confound  or  infult  the 
understandings  of  men.  A  conduct  of 
this  kind  would  be  peculiarly  heinous  in 
an  inftructor  of  the  people,  who  never 
look  farther  than  to  the  obvious  and  or- 
dinary fenfe  of  words,  of  fuch  efpecially 
as  occur  continually  in  common  conver- 
fation.  Shall  we  then  call:  fo  foul  a  re- 
proach as  this  on  Chrift  and  his  apoftles, 
charge  them  with  guilt  of  the  deeped 
dye  ?  Shall  we  take  it  for  granted,  that 
they  were  thus  guilty,  without  the  lead 
ihadow  of  proof? 

The  facred  writers  have  not  particu- 
larly explained  the  fenfe  in  which  they 
ufe  the  word,  demon.  Now,  is  it  not  a 
natural  inference  from  hence,  that  they 
V&  this  word,  as  they  do  all  others,  in 

its 
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its  common  and  ordinary  fignification  ?  If 
they  had  affigned  it  a  new  and  peculiar 
meaning,  would  not  they  have  given  us 
notice  of  their  doing  it  ?  Was  not  fuch 
notice  neceffary  to  prevent  miftakes  ? 

The  Greek  language,  in  the  age  of  the 
Gofpel,  was  very  generally  fpoken  in  all 
the  cultivated  parts  of  the  world,  not  only 
by  the  Gentiles,  but  by  the  Jews  alio 
who  were  difperfed  amongft  them,  and 
even -by  the  inhabitants  of  Judea.  It  is 
the  language  in  which  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  was  written,  which  was  defigned 
fox  the  ufe  of  the  bulk  of  mankind.  De- 
mon in  this  language  was  not  a  new 
word  %  invented  hy  the  facred  writers  to 
.exprefs  their  own  peculiar  opinions,  but 
was  in  daily  ufe  with  all  men  in  their 
age,  as  it  had  been  for  ages  before. 
Now,  can  it  be  reafonably  fuppofed,  that 
thefe   writers,    when  they  adopted  this 

c  DHTert.  on  Mir.  p.  174.  compare  Mat.  xy.  22. 
John  viii.  48,  52. 

word. 
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word,  were  ignorant  of  its  ufual  fignifi*- 
cation,  which  was  that  of  a  Pagan  deity, 
or   deified   man  ?    We  are-  certain   they 
were  not  ignorant  of  this  fignification  of 
it :    for  they  have  recorded   an  inftance 
amongft  the  Heathens,  in  which  it  could 
not  be  applied  to  any  other  than  deified 
human   fpirits d.    To  fuch   fpirits,    they 
likewife  knew,  the  word  was  applied  in 
the  Jewifh   Scriptures,  I  mean,    in   the 
Septuagint  verfion  e  of  them,  with  which 
they  were  intimately  acquainted.     Nay, 
it   is   allowed,    that  they   do  themfelves 
employ  this  term  to  defcribe  the  Hea- 
then gods  f,  and   other  deified   or  beati- 
fied  human   fpirits g.     From  thefe  pre- 

Afts  xvii.  1  8.  He  feemeth  to  be  a  fetter  forth 
of  Jlrange  demons  ox  gods.  See  DiiTert.  on  Mir, 
p.  203,  204. 

Id.    p.   198.      See  alfo  below,   fe£r,   10. 

1  Cor.  x.  20,  21.  See  below  fe£t.  10.  and 
Differ,  on  Mir.  p.  201. 

s  1  Tim.  iv.  1.    Giving  heed  to  doctrines  concern- 
ing  demons.      See    DifTert   on   Mir.    p.    167.       In 

mifes 
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mifes  we  may  conclude,  that  by  demons, 
when  ufed  in  reference  to  pofTeffions  by 
the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament,  they 
meaned  fuch  human  fpirus  as  were 
thought  to  become  demons  after  death  -, 
unlefs  fome  good  reafon  can  be  given 
for  their  affigning  this  word  a  meaning 
on  this  fubject,  quite  different  from  that 
Which  the  Heathens,  the  authors  of  the 
Septuagint,  and  they  themfelves  affign 
it  on  other  occafions. 

But  they  could  not  affign  the  word  a 
different  meaning  on  this  fubjecT:,  with- 
out running  counter  to  the  fenfe  of  all 
mankind  in  their  age.  For  whatever 
was  then  taught  concerning  other  evil 
fpirits  y  yet,  both  Jews  and  Gentiles 
were  agreed   in    referring   pofTeffions  to 

Rev.  xvi.  14.  mention  is  made  of  the  fpirits  of 
demons  working  miracles  ;  by  which  Mr.  Pyle  un- 
derftands  pretences  to  infpiration  and  miracles,  in 
confirmation,  of  the  dodrines  of  ghojis^  demons,  and 
faints. 

the 
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the  fpirits  of  departed  men.  Not  a  Tingle 
exception  from  any  cotemporary  or  ear- 
lier writer  hath  hitherto  been  produced. 
The  evangelifts  could  not  be  ignorant, 
who  pofTeffing  demons  were  univerfally 
thought  to  be  ;  and  confequently  muft 
know,  that  they  would  be  mifunder- 
flood  ;  nay,  they  muft  defign  to  be  mif- 
underftood  by  the  world,  if  without  any 
explanation,  they  ufed  the  word  in  a 
fenle  peculiar  to  themfelves  on  the  fub- 
ject  before  us ;  efpecially  as  they  were 
known  to  ufe  it  on  other  occafions  in  its 
common  fignification. 

IV.  It  is  no  inconfiderable  confirma- 
tion of  all  that  hath  been  offered  con- 
cerning poiTeffing  demons,  that  the  pri- 
mitive Chriftians  underftood  hereby  hu- 
man fpirits,  and  reprefent  this  as  the 
general  opinion  of  the  world.  None 
could  be  better  qualified  to  inform  us  of 
the  general  fenfe  of  thofe  ages,  concern- 
ing the  fubjecl  under  our  confideration, 
than    "Juftin  Martyr.      He   was  born  in 

Pa- 


48  On  the  Demoniacs 

Paleftinej  bred  a  Heathen,  and  inftruct- 
ed  in  the  principles  of  the  Stoic,  Peri- 
patetic, Pythagorean,  and  Platonic  phi- 
losophy. He  afterwards  became  a  Chrif- 
tian,  and  flourifhed  near  the  times  of  the 
apoflles.  Now  this  learned  writer  (with- 
out the  lead  apprehenlion  of  contradict- 
ing Chrift  or  his  apoftles)  fays  exprefly, 
that  thofe  perfons  who  are feized and  thrown 
down  by  the  fouls  of  the  deceafed,  are  fuch 
as  all  men  agree  in  calling  demoniacs  and 
mad*.  And  he  himfelf  agreed  with  the 
reft  of  the  world,  in  referring  pofTeffions 
to  the  fouls  of  dead  men  :  for  from 
the  cafe  of  the  poffeffed,  he  infers  the 
permanency  of  the  human  foul  after 
death.  It  is  more  remarkable,  that  he 
ihould  efteem  the  pojeffmg  demons  to  be 
human  fouls,  and  affirm,  that  all  men  did 

Tzptvoi  avGpwTrot,  as  Soa^voX-mfl^  Jtai  y.a,ivo{/Avvg  xa- 
Aao-t  -aoivlts.  Apol.  i.  al.  ii.  p.  65,  Parif.  1620. 
p.  54.  ed.  Bened.  p.  27*  ed.  Thirlb* 

fo 
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fo  too;  inafmuch  as  he  feems  to  have 
believed  in  demons  of  a  different  order, 
from  thofe  who  were  of  the  human 
fpecies'. 

1  In  his  Cohort,  ad  Graecos,  p.  87,  ed.  Oxon. 
he  calls  the  devil  a  demon,  and  (p*.  ig.)  fpeaks 
of  the  devil's  deceiving  our  firft  parents. 

To  fome  it  may  appear  ftrange,  that  pofTef- 
fions  fhould  be  afcribed  by  many  of  the  Fathers, 
after  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr,  to  fallen  angels. 
The  following  confiderations,  perhaps,  may  in  fome 
mcafure  account  for  their  conduct. 

I.  Several  philofophers  taught,  that  the  Heathen 
demons  were  evil  fpirits  of  a  rank  fuperior  to 
mankind  j  and  that  thefe  demons  perfonated  the 
fouls  of  the  dead,  gods,  and  genii,  and  procured, 
themfblves  to  be  worfhipped  under  their  names. 
See  Plutarch  de  If.  &  Ofir.  p.  360,  361.  Por- 
phyry de  Abftin.  §  36,  37,  39,  40,  42.  Philo  de 
Gigantibus,  p.  286.  C.  ed.  Paris.  Jamblicus  de 
Myfteriis,  fegm.  iii.  c.  31,  32.  DifTert.  on 
Mir.  p.  220,  note  r.  Now,  in  this  opinion  many 
of  the  Fathers  had  been  educated  ;  others  were  in- 
clined to  adopt  it,  from  an  attachment  to  the 
principles  of  fome  of  the  learned  Gentiles.  Ac- 
cordingly we  find  them,  in  fupport  of  this  opinion, 
appealing  to  the  magi,  and  to  the  philofofophers. 
Ifti  igitur  impuri  fpiritus,  dsemones,  ut  oftenfum 
a  magis,  a  philofophis,  &  a  Platone,  fays  Minu- 

E  Other 
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Other  teftimbnies  might  be  produced,, 
but,  1  hope,  they  are  not  wanted;    e£- 

cius  Felix  in  the  perfan  of  O&av-Jus*  c.  27.  vid< 
c.  26.  He  defcribes  them  as,  a  ccelefti  vigore 
terrenis  labibus  &  cupiditatibus  degravati.  The 
Fathers  afcribed  to  thefe  celeftial  demons,  what- 
ever the  Heathens  in  general  attributed  to  their 
deified  ghofts  ;.  and  confequently  accounted  for 
ppffefnons,  without  referring  them  to. human  fpi- 
rits.  This  was  natural  and  unavoidable,  if  you 
fappofe  them  to  he  ferioufly  perfuaded  of  the  truth, 
of  what  has  been  taught  them  on  this  fubjecl  by. 
their  Pagan  inftructors. 

II.  Motives  of  policy, .  as- well  as  the  princi- 
ples of  their  education,  and  their  attachment  to 
the  Gentile  philofophy,  led  them  to  reprefent  pof- 
feffing  demons  as  fpirits  of  a  higher  order  than 
mankind.  In  order  to  underibmd  this  matter,  it- 
will  be  neceffary  to  tranferibe  a  hw  pafTages  from 
St.  Chryfoftom  ;  and  I  fhall  the  rather  do  it,  as 
they  will  ferve  to  illuftrate  the  general  argument, 
5S  well. as  to  eftablifh  the  point  for  which  they 
are  more  directly  produced.  'EvrauOa  t&ovyipqv  vo- 
GTYipot  tj5?  Vfj.iTt^ctg  l^iXsTv  ftzhopai  4yuX.'J'^'  Kat  yocg.. 
■uroXXol  rtav  dtpeXzs-ipicv  to/ju^acr*  TOig^u-^ccg  tuv  j3»at« 
S"av«TW  TiXroruvTuv  $u([/.QVxg  ^iW9«s.  Ovx  t$\  $\  touto, 
ax.  ifiv,  OJ  yap  al  i\>v%oc\  tocv  @ux§<x.\hx,t<)Vvticv  $oa- 
[Mvig  yuovrxi,  «AA*  ocl  U/Vp^at  twu  iv  a^,«^TH/^a<rj , 
tyvrm.     Hie    malum  morbum   veitrse  animae  exi- 

pecially. 
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pecially  as  the  evidence  is  all  on  one 
fide.      No  fingle  inftance   of   a   perfon's 

mere  cupio  :  etcnim  tnulti  fimpliciores  exiftimant, 
animas  eorum,  qui  violenta  morte  deceflerunt, 
fieri  daemonas.  Hoc  vcro  non  eft,  non  eft.  Non 
enim  animae  eorum,  qui  violenta  morte  decedunt, 
fiunt  daemones,  fed  animae  eorum,  qui  in  peccatis 
vivunt.  De  Lazaro,  Cone.  II.  torn.  i.  p.  727,  ed. 
Montfaucon.  St.  Chryfoftom admits,  thatthe  e'emons 
in  the  poffefled  perfons  pretended,  that  they  were  the 
fouls  of  fuch  or  fuch  a  monk  ;  [pi  Axiuovtg  Aiywri,  t3 
[Aovaxji  T8  3i7vqi;  v  "\ivX71  e'r**>  P*  72^0  wmcri  was 
one  of  the  arguments,  ufed  to  prove  the  truth  of 
the  commonly  received  doctrine,  that  the  poflefiing 
demons  were  human  fpirits.  But  Chryfoftom  himT 
felf  aflerts,  that  it  was  the  devil  that  perfonated 
the  shofts  of  thofe  who  fuffered  a  violent  death,  and. 
hereby  caufed  men  to  think,  they  became  demons, 
that  he  might  deftroy  the  honour  of  the  martyrs, 
t*iv  ruv  [s*tt.pTV  ouv  insist  overt  3iOPv'£oa  dofcxv.  ib.'  In 
the  fame  place,  he  afligns  a  farther  reafon  of  the 
devil's  conduct  in  this  refpect,  viz.  its  prompting 
magicians  to  kill  a  great  number  of  youths,  in 
hopes  of  their  becoming  demons,  and  affording 
them  afliftance  in  their  enterprizes.  'EAtthJi  ts?  $xl- 

In  another  part  of  his  works,  (in  Matth.  Horn, 
xxviii.  al.  xxix.  torn.  vii.  p.  336.)  St.  Chryfoftom 
argues  at  large,  againft  the  opinion  of  the  fouls  of 

E  2  being 
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being  faid  to  be  pofTefied  by  apoftate. 
ansels,  or  bv  any  other  than  human 
ipirits,  hath  hitherto  been  pointed  out  in 

the  deeeafed  becoming  demons.      TVhy  did  the  Ga- 
darene     demons   lodge    in    the    tombs?     he     anfwers,. 
cAi8p»oy  ooy/j-oc  toiV  zroXXoTg  IvvsTvai  (3»?io(u£vot"  oiov  oTfc 
al  xj/up^ai  t-ww  otwO^ovrkW  $xifA0Vig  yivovroci.       Ut  per- 
niciofam    dochinam   multorum    mentibus  inferant, 
nempe  animas  mortuorum  dasnonas  fieri.    He  fup- 
pofes,   fome    would  object,    <i  If  the    fouls  of    the 
"  dead    are    not  converted   into    demons,    why  do 
"  magicians  kill  boys,  with   a  view  to  their  aflif— 
"  tance  ?    and  why  do    demoniacs-  cry   out,    /  am 
64  the  foul  of  fitch  a  per  fen  f'  01    Sui-y.ovuvreg   (3ow<ni/9 
c'-t  4/UX*i'  ™  ^^°?  ty^-      He    folves     theie     objec- 
tions here,    as  in    the    before-cited    place,  by  fup- 
pofing  the  devil  fpoke  in  the  demoniacs,  in  order  to 
perfuade  men,  that  human  fouls  only  becomedemons.. 
From  the    foregoing  paffages,    it    appears,    that 
even  fo  late  as  the  time  of  Chryfoflom,    who  lived 
to  the  beginning  of  the    fifth    century,  it  was  ftill 
a  prevailing  opinion,    as  well    amongft   Chriftians 
as  Heathens,    that    the  demons-  who  were  thought 
to  po fiefs    mankind,   were    confidered   as  the  fouls 
of    the    deeeafed,    particularly   fuch    as  fuffered    a 
violent  death,   (fee  Differt.  on  Miracles,    p.  209.) 
Nay,    St.  Chryfoftom  himfelf,   at  the    very    time, 
that  he  is  oppofing  the  notion  cf  the  fouls' of  thofe 
who    fuffered    a    violent  death  becoming  demons, 
afferts,     that    the   fouls   of    wicked    men   became 
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any  writer,    wIjo   lived   either   before   or 
near   the  time   of  Chrifl.      Now,    whe- 

luch.       And,   I  queftion  whether    the  doctrine    he 
rcjetSts,    did  not    maintain  its    ground    as  long    as 
the  general  belief"  of   poflcflions    did.     In  the   year 
1564,    Hieronymous    Magius    fays,     Ego    quoque 
dzemoniacos  non  paucos  vidi,  in   quibus   immundi 
i'piritus,   dum  a    facerdote  adjurentur,   fe   interfec- 
torum    quorundum  animas  elTe    inentirentur.     Va- 
riar.   Lectionum,    lib.  iv.    c.    12.     The    primitive 
Fathers    boaited,  that   no  devil   dared  to   lie    to    a 
Chriitian,    (Diflert.  on  Mir.    p.  217;)  but    in  the 
age  of  Magius,   it  fecms,    devils  grew  more  auda- 
cious, and  would  lie  even  when  adjured  by  a  priefr. 
It  alfo  appears    from  the   foregoing  pafTages    of 
ChryfolTom,     how  little  flrefs    is  to  be  laid    upon 
the    oppofition,    which     he     and     other     Fathers 
made  to    the    common   doitrine   concerning    pof- 
feffing   demons  :    an    oppofition    that    may  be   ac- 
counted for,    not    only  by  their    undue    reverence 
of  the  Pagan   philofophers,    but  by  thofe   motives 
of  policy,   which  had  too  great  an   influence  upon 
their    general  conduct.       Indeed,    the    Fathers    do 
fo   often  fpeak  from    thefe    motives  alone,    (as   all 
muft  allow)   that   it   is   fometimes   difficult  to  de- 
termine,   when    they  fpeak  agreeably  to  their  own 
inward  perfuaiion.       St,  Jerome  (ep.  50.  ad  Pam- 
mach.)    gives  the  following   very  juft  account   of 
them  :    Quia  interdum  coguntur  loqui,  non  quod 
fentiunt,  fed  quod  necefle  eft,    dicunt  adverfus   ea 

•E  3  ther 
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ther  when   the   meaning  of  an  ancient 

word  is  in  queftion,  we  mould  be  deter- 

quse  dicunt  Gentiles.  Whenever  they  have  an  end 
to  ferve,  no  caution  can  be  too  great  in  fol- 
lowing them.  In  the  cafe  before  us,  they  had 
many  ends  to  ferve.  If  every  one  who  fuffered  a 
violent  death,  became  a  demon  in  their  fenfe  of 
the  word,  that  is,  a  mifchievous  fpiritj  how  was 
it  poflible  to  fave  the  credit  of  the  Chriftian  mar- 
tyrs ?  Befides,  what  could  contribute  more  to 
bring  Paganifm  into  difgrace,  than  to  reprefent  its 
gods  as  devils,  who  perfonated  thefe  gods,  and 
palled  under  their  names  ?  This  view  of  the  Pa- 
gan gods  ferved  alfo  to  difparage  the  prophecies 
and  miracles  afcribed  to  them  by  their  worfhip- 
pers,  and  the  reality  of  which  was  too  haftily 
allowed  by  the  Fathers.  iEfculapius,  the  god  of 
the  Cicilians,  for  example,  was  believed  by  his 
worfhippers,  to  appear  to  thofe  who  flept  in  his 
temple,  and  to  perform  many  cures.  Now  Eu- 
febius  (Vit.  Conftantini,  lib.  iii.  c.  56.)  admits 
the  fa&s,  and  afcribes  them,  not  to  him  whom 
whom  the  Cicilians  worfhipped  as  a  demon  or 
deity,  but  to  a  fraudulent  fpirit.  See  below, 
feci.  10.  He  ought  to  have  demanded  proof  of  the 
facls  ;  but  he  well  knew,  there  was  danger  in 
doing  this ;  becaufe  they  ftood  upon  the  very 
fame  foundation,  as  the  miracles  afcribed  to  dei- 
fied faints. 

mined 
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mined  by  thole  very  ancients,  with  whom 
it  was  in  common  ufe  ;  or  by  the  mere 

It  is  of  no  importance  to  determine,  whether 
the  Fathers  were  iincere  or  not,  in  oppofing  the 
general  fenfe  of  mankind,  by  aicribing  poffeflions 
to  fallen  angels,  rather  than  to  human  fpirits. 
If  you  fuppofe  this  to  be  their  real  opinion, 
you  are  to  remember,  that  it  was  built,  not  upon 
the  authority  of  Mofes  and  the  Prophets,  or  of 
-Chrift  and  his  apoftles,  but  upon  that  of  the 
Gentile  philofophers.  If  you  allow,  that  they 
did  not  really  entertain  this  opinion,  your  defe- 
rence to  them,  however  great,  cannot  engage 
you  to  accede  to  it.  The  Fathers  well  knew, 
that  the  Heathen  gods  were  deined  human  ghofts  ; 
as  is  fhewn  in  DifTertation  on  Miracles,  p.  212. 
They  likewife  knew,  that  thefe  ghofts  were  by 
the  Heathens  ftyled  demons  ;  (which  confirms 
what  was  advanced  on  this  fubject  above.)  zW- 
[Aovots  [mv  toV  r^roov  ^v^ocg  xotXivTi^  dsemonas  qui- 
dem  eorum  animas  vocantes.  Clem.  Alexan.  Strom. 
lib,  vi.  p.  775.  ed.  Potteri.  Minucius  Felix 
(in  his  Oclavius,  c.  29.)  fpeaking  of  their  deify- 
ing kings^  fays,  Sic  eorum  numen  vocant,  ad 
imagines  -f applicant,  genium,  id  eft,  daemonem 
ejus  implorant.  See  alfo  Athenagoras  in  Legat. 
pro  Chriftianis,  p.  29.  And  though  fometimes, 
in  order  to  account  for  pofTefnons  and  other  Pa- 
gan miracles,   they  introduce  demons  of  a  higher 

E  4  afTer- 


5 6  On  the  Demoniacs 

affertions  of  the  moderns,  who  have  no 
other  way  to  fupport  a  favourite  hypo- 
thecs, than  by  running  counter  to  all 
antiquity;  let  the  reader  judge. 

The  foregoing  obfervations  concern- 
ing demons,  may  enable  us  to  under- 
fland  what  is  meaned  by  afpirit  of ' divi- 
nation^  (or,  as  it  is  in  the  original,  a 
fpirit  of  Python  or  Apollo  ] ,)  with  which 
the  damfel  at  Philippi  was  thought  to  be 
poffeffed.  Amongft  many  other  forts  of 
diviners  in  the  Pagan  world,  there  was 
one  which  were  thought  to  be  porTeffed 

clafs  j  yet  they  often  intimate,  that  Paganifm 
had  no  other  fupport  than  human  fraud  and 
impofture.  See  DifTert.  on  Mir.  p.  241,  242. 
From  the  paiTages  cited  above,  in  the  intro- 
duction, p.  7.  note  %  it  appears,  that  they 
themfelves  doubted  or  diibelieved  the  reality  of 
pofTeffions,  though  they  afferted  it  in  their  popular 
difcourfes.  I  have  no  defire  of  detracting  from 
the  juft  merit  of  thefe  writers  j  and  mean  only 
to  fhew  thofe,  who  lay  too  great  frrefs  on  their 
authority,  how  little  deference  is  due  to  it  in  the 
cafe  before  us. 

k   A&.  xvi.  16,  18. 

!      YlviVjJt.OL  IIu6«J'0?. 

with 
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with  prophefying  demons  "'.  Befides 
other  "  names  that  were  given  them,  they 
were  often  called  Pythons  °,  from  Apollo 
Pythius  p,  one  of  the  chief  of  all  the  pro- 
phefying demons,  whofe  prieftefs  at  the 
famous  temple  at  Delphi  was  from  him 
called  Pythia,  He  himfelf  was  the  fori 
of  Jupiter  and  Latona,  and  born  in  the 
ifle  of  Delos.  It  was  with  the  fpirit  of 
this  dead  man,  that  the  damfel  at  Phi- 
lippi  was  thought  to  be  infpired.  St. 
Luke,  without  allowing  her  pretenfions, 
(as  we  have  fhewn  elfe where  9,)  defcribes 

m  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  vol.  i.  ch.  12.  p.  268. 
See  alfo  ch.  9.  p.  241,  246. 

n   Such  as  ^aijW.oveA^7r1oj,   l,y[xrgi[j.ixvT£is,  &c. 

0   IIu6wi/£?.    Plutarch,  de  Orac.  defect,  p.  414.  E. 

p  Or  from  Python,  a  famous  Byzantine  vent- 
riloquift.  See  Hefych.  Lexicon,  and  Vandale  de 
Divinat.  Idol,  fub  Vet.  Tell:  p.  650.  This  laft 
writer  has  well  refuted  that  ftrange,  but  too  com- 
mon opinion,  that  by  a  fpirit  of  Python,  St. 
Luke  meaned  the  devil.  Compare  Le  Clerc's  Sup- 
plement to  Hammond,  on  Ac~h  xvi.  16. 

*  DiiTert,  on  Mir.  p.  275. 

them 
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them  in  the  language  of  the  Pagans ; 
which,  without  doubt,  he  ufes  in  the 
fame  fame  fenfe  as  they  did,  efpecially 
as  he  gives  no  notice  to  the  contrary ; 
and,  confequently,  he  cannot  here  refer 
to  any  other  than  a  human  fpirit. 

SECT.     III. 

Prop.   III.       Thoje    Demons    who    wer-e 
thought  to  take  poffeflion  of  mens  bodies  * 
were,  it  is  probable,  conjidered  by   the 
■  yews  as  evil  beings, 

*"%  ^  H  E  word,  indeed,  is  in  itfelf  in- 
different, and  was,  in  the  age  of 
the  Gofpel,  very  commonly  applied  both 
to  good  and  bad  demons r.  In  the  New 
Teftament  it  doth  not  occur  always 
in  a    bad    fenfe f  :    but    it    fometimes 

r  Philo  de  Gigantisms,  p»  286,  eked  in 
Diflert.  on  Mir.  p.  207,   208. 

{  In  Ac"t.  x-vii.  18.  1  Tim.  iv.  1.  Rev.  ix.  20. 
it  is  applied  to  the  fouls  of  fuch  men  as  were  dei- 
fied or  canonized  after  death.  DifTert.  on  Mir. 
p.  167,   203,  204.      See  above,  p.  45,  46. 

doth 
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doth.  S  t .  J  a  m  e  s  fa  i  t  h ,  The  devils  ( demons) 
believe  and  tremble '.  To  fuppofe  with  Dr. 
Sykes,  that  good  fpirits  are  here  fpokcn  of, 
doth  not  agree  with  the  apoftle's  reafoning 
in  this  place.  St.  Paul's  argument  likewife 
in  his  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians u,  is 
generally  thought  to  proceed  on  thefuppo- 
fition,  that  the  demons  worfhipped  by  the 
Heathens  were  wicked  fpirits :  a  fuppofi- 
tion  very  agreeable  to  the  characters  afcrib- 
ed  to  them,  and  the  immorality  of  the 
worfhip  paid  them  by  their  own  votaries. 
Jofephus  declares,  that  demoniacs  were 
pofferTed  by  the  fpirits  of  wicked  men  s. 
By  fuch  fpirits,   demoniacs  amongft  the 

i*  Ch.  ii.  19.  The  word  ufed  by  St.  James  is 
$aiy.ovix  j  but  Jai^ovia  and  daipovsq  occur  in  Scrip- 
ture as  fynonimous  terms.  Compare  Mat.  viii, 
31.  Luke  viii.  27,  29,  Aat/aonw'JVj?  cannot  be 
taken  in  a  good  fenfe.   Jam.  iii.  15, 

u  1  Cor.  x.  20,21.  compare  2  Cor.  vi.  14, 15, 16. 

*  Bell.  Jud.  lib.  vii.  c.  6.  §  3,  cited  above,  p. 
42.  In  his  hiftory  of  Saul  ( Antiq.  lib.  vi.  c  8.  §  2. 
and  c.  11.  §2.)  and  Solomon,  (Antiq.  lib.  viii.  c.  2, 
§5.)  Soupovix  muft  be  taken  in  a  bad  fenfe.      He 

Hea- 
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Heathens  (after  whom  the  Jews  copied) 
were  thought  to  be  poffefTed  y.  And  it 
was  plainly  with  a  view  of  difcfediting 
the  miffion,  and  blading  the  character 
ofChrift,  that  the  Pharifees  reproached 
him  as  a  confederate  with  the  prince  of 
demons. 

exprefly  reprefents  Saul,  as  feized  upon  by  an  evil 
fpirit  and  demons,  t»  -Grovngz  -guv par og,  not.)  ruv  Aoci- 
pavtuv,  Antiq.  lib.  vi.  c.  ii.  §  2.  Neverthelefs, 
the  adjective  Scapoviog  muft  be  underftood  diffe- 
rently in  this  author,  and  as  equivalent  to  divine. 
It  is  joined  with  providence,  Antiq.  lib.  xiii.  c.  1 1. 
§  3.  Bell.  Jud.  lib.  vii.  c.  8.  §  5.  Ode,  in  his 
Commentar.  de  Angeiis,  p.  202,  has  obferved, 
that  Jia/uionof  ripa,;  is  a  divine  prodigy,  Bell.  Jud, 
lib.  i.  c.  1 7.  ftoifttict  Stx.iu.onoi;,  divine  ajfiftance, 
\\h.  iv.  c.  3.  §  14.  Sxipovios  (pftogd,  a  deftruiiion 
from  God,  lib.  vi.  c.  9.  §  4.  and  <rvp(poga,  ^«»^ov»oj, 
a  calamity  fent  from  God,  lib.  i.  c.  19.  §  3. 
Other  examples  of  this  ufe  of  .  Sxipovtog  are  pro- 
duced by  Ode.  See  alfo  Philoftrat.  de  Vit.  Apoi- 
Ion.  Tyan.  lib.  i.  c.  2.  p.  4-  (ed-  Olear.  Lipf. 
1*709.)    wnere  &}$HW  1S    u^ed    as  equivalent   to 

7  Concerning  the  Larvati  amongft  the  Latins,  fee 
above,  p.  26,  27,  note  d ,  In  the  eaftcrn  languages,  all 

Some 
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Some  of  the  epithets  given  by  the  evan- 
gelifls  to  the  fpirits  eje&ed  by  Chrift,  feem 
rather  beft  to  agree  with  the  iuppofition 
of  their  being  of  an  immoral  nature  ; 
for  they  are  called  evih  and  unclean*.- 
It  is  not  however  certain,  whether  thefe 
epithets  were  given  them  to  exprefs  their 
perfonal  difpojitions,  or  only  thofe  effeBs 
they  were  fuppofed  to  produce.  The 
word,  evilb,   might  be  applied  to   a  de- 

the  words  which    aniwer  to   demons,    are  laid   to 
be  taken  in  an  ill  fenfe. 

z  Luke  vii.  21.  ch.  8.  2. 

a  Mat.  x.  1.  Mark  i.  23.  ch.  v.  2,  8,  13. 
Luke  i v.  33,  36*  Acts  v.  16.  ch.  viii.  7.  Mr. 
Mede  is  of  opinion,  that  St.  Luke  knew  the  word 
demon  to  be  ambiguous,  and  therefore,  to  diftin- 
s;uifli  it  once  for  all,  doth  the  firft  time  he  ufes 
it,  do  it  with  an  explication  :  There  was  a  man 
in  the  jynagogue  having  the  fpirit  (douy-ovix  dx.otyxgTx) 
of  an  unclean  demon,    Works,  p.  636. 

b  Uovngos  fignifies  infelix  or  mifer,  as  well  as 
improbus  or  malus.  The  k«xg?  $qci(mov  in  Homer 
may  denote  an  aclverfe,  and  not  a  wicked,  demon, 
and  be  equivalent  to  ryyifog  Sxipw,  Odyff.  lib.  v. 
v.  396.  Compare -the  paflage  from  Plutarch  de 
Orac.  defect  p.  438,   cited  below. 

mon? 
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mon,  on  account  of  the  pain  and  mifery 
he  was  thought  to  create.  And  it  is 
poflible,  that  demons  might  be  called 
unclean,  becaufe  perfons  under  that  me- 
lancholy and  maniacal  diforder,  of  which 
they  were  the  reputed  authors,  avoided 
the  fociety  of  men,  and  were  continually 
defiling  themfelves  with  objects  efleemed 
by  the  Jews  unclean.  This  was  the  cafe 
of  the  man  who  lived  amongft  the 
tombs c  5    by   which  he    contracted  the 

c  See  Beaufobre-and  Lenfant  on  Mat.  x.  I.  In 
Zechariah  xiii.  2.  God  promifes,  to  caufe  the  prophets, 
and  the  unclean  fpir it  to  pafs  out  of  the  land.  Here,  as 
thefe  learned  writers  obferve,  the  fpirit  of  the 
falfe  prophets  is  called  unclean,  becaufe  thefe  pro- 
phets or  necromancers  were  fuppofed  to  receive 
their  infpiration  at  fepulchres.  I  add,  that  it  ap- 
pears from  the  Talmud,  that  the  Jews,  when 
they  were  corrupted  by  the  fupeiftition  of  the 
Heathens,  reforted  to  fepulchres,  where  the  fouU 
of  the  departed  were  thought  to  remain,  that  an 
unclean  fpirit  might  defcend  upon  them  The  de- 
mons themfelves,  it  was  imagined,  delighted  in 
defolate  places,  Rev.  xviii.  2.  Compare  Light- 
foot's  Hor.  Hebraic,  on  Luke  xiii,  n.  Works, 
v.  ii,  p.  442, 

greateft 


of  the  New  Tejlament.  63 

greatest  pollution.  Demons  are  called 
dumb*  fpirits,  and  deaf  and  dumb  fpirits. 
Were  thefe  demons  thought  to  be  them- 
felves  deaf  and  dumb  ?  Or  only  to  make 
men  fo  ?  Would  not  the  latter  opinion 
be  a  fufficient  reafon  for  giving  them 
thefe  titles  ? 

In  the  controverfy  concerning  the  Gof- 
pel  demoniacs,  between  Dr.  Sykes  and 
his  opponents,  it  feemed  to  be  taken  for 
granted  by  both  parties,  that  if  demons 
were  evil  fpirits,  they  muft  of  neceili ty 
he  fallen  a?tgels.  But  if  we  allow,  that 
demons  were  confidered  as  evil  fpirits, 
it  will  by  no  means  follow,  that  they 
were  regarded,  as  beings  originally  of  a 
higher  order  than  mankind  y  as  we  have 
elfewhere  (hewn  f.  The  Fathers  of  the 
chureh  generally  underftood  demon  in 

*  Mark  ix.  17.  I: have  brought  unto  thee-  my  fon9 
which  hath  a  dumb  fpirit, 

c  Thou  dumb  and  deaf  fpirit)  I  tharge  the? 
come  out  of  himt  v.  25. 

[  Differ*,  oa  Mir*  p*  204*. 
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an  ill  fenfe,   and  thought  it  was  to  be 

fo  taken  in  the  fcripturess. 

SECT.     IV. 

Prop.  IV.  T/iofe  perfons  who  are  fpoken  of 
as  having  demons,  fujfered  real,  and  very 
'violent  diforders,  from  whatever  caufe 
thefe  diforders  proceeded. 

"VITH  ETHER  reputed  demoniacs 
were  poffeffed  by  demons  or  not, 
they  are  ranked  in  the  New  Teftament 
amongft  thofe  who  furTered  the  moft 
grievous  diftempers.  St.  Mathew  h  hav- 
ing faid  in  general  terms,  they  brought 
to  Jefus  all  Jick  people,  that  were  taken 
with  divers  difeafes  and  torments-,  then 

£  St.  Auftin  de  Civ.  Dei,  lib.  ix.  c.  19. 
Tertullian  as  cited  there,  p.  548.  Origen, 
contar  Celf.  p.  234.  Eufeb.  Pnep,  Evang.   lib.  iv. 

c-  5. 

h    Ch.  iv.  24.  Tlavrocq  rxq  y.%vm<i    Ep^ovra?,   •arojxj- 

Specifies 
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then  fpecifies  the  following  particular 
cafes ;  even  thofe  who  were  poffejjed  with 
demons,  and  thofe  who  were  lunatic,  and 
thofe  who  had  the  palfy.  Here  poffefTed 
pcrfons,  lunatics,  and  paralytics,  though 
contra-diftinguifhed  from  each  other, 
are  all  equally  comprehended  under  the 
fick  people-,  that  were  taken  with  divers 
difeajes  and  torments.  On  another  occa- 
iion,  the  fame  evangelift  fays,  They 
brought  unto  him  many  that  were  pojfefi'ed 
with  demons :  and  he  caft  out  the  fpirits 
with  his  word,  and  healed  all  that  were 
fick ;  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was 
fpoken  by  Efaias  the  prophet,  Himfelf  took 
our  infirmities,  and  bare  our  fickneJJ'es l. 
This  prophecy  concerning  Chad's  taking 
our  infirmities,  and  bearing  our  jicknejfes, 
was  accomplished  in  part  by  the  cure 
of  demoniacs  ;  and  therefore  poiTeffions, 
are  comprehended  under  infirmities  and 

1  Mat.  via,  i6,  17.   If.  liii.  4. 

F  fick- 
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fickneffes '%  and  consequently  imply  fome 
diforder  or  diftemper  in  the  human 
frame,  from  whatever  caufe  it  might 
proceed. 

The  miracle  wrought  upon  the  de- 
moniacs, is  often  defcribed  in  the  fame 
terms  as  that  wrought  upon  the  difeafed; 
terms  that  neceffarily  imply  their  hav- 
ing previoufiy  laboured  under  a  real  dif- 
temper.  St.  Matthew  fays  equally  con- 
cerning demoniacs,  -  lunatics,  and  para- 
lytics, he  healed  them1.  The  fame  nifto- 
rian  defcribes  the  cure  of  the  daughter  of 
a  woman  of  Canaan,  who  was  grievoujly 
vexed  with  a  demon,  by  faying,  that  fie 
Was  made  whole  m.  A  great  multitude 
of  people,  fays  St.  Luke,  cams  to  be  healed- 
of  their    difeafes  -,     and  they    that   were 

Tag  atrQivtictCy  wca  rocq  voar'ag.  Had  not  pofTef- 
fions  been  included  under  difeafes,  the  mention 
of  them  would  not  have  been  omitted,  Mat.  xi„ 
5.    See  below,    feci.    10. 

1    '£9fp«7r£uo-£i'  oturafj-  Mat,  iv,  24, 

*  'Jafihj.   Mat.  xy.  28. 

vexed 
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i •/ 1 in _ lp it itsA  and  t It ey  rau. ; -e 
healed \  At  another  time,  he  tells  ah 
that  Chrijl  cured  many  of  thc:r  i;:firmi~ 
tics ,  and  plagues,  and  evil  jpirits0.  In 
defcribing  the  miracle  wrought  upon 
demoniacs,  the  evangelifts  fjy  indiffe- 
rently, Chriil  expelled  the  demon,  or, 
that  he  healed  the  demoniac p.  From 
hence  it  appears,  that  a  real  diforder  was 
cured,  whenever  Chrift  is  reprefented  as 
ejecting  a  demon.  Amongil  the  Greeks 
and  Romans  alfo,  as  well  as  amongfl: 
the    Jews,      thofe    perfons     who    were 

n   '£0fp«7rs!j<j]/7o,   Luke  vi.  1 3. 

0  'EQtoocTrevcre  ■et0aa»?  otiro  votruy  ^  (A.txri'yav  *J 
vn>£vy.3tTUV  zrovypuv.  Luke  vii.  21.  In  ch.  viii.  2. 
we  read  of  certain  zuo?nen  which  had  been  healed  of 
evil  fpirits.     See  alfo  Act.  v.  16. 

p  Concerning  the  epileptic  youth,  it  is  faid, 
thy  difciples  could  not  (S"*£a7rjucraj)  cure  him,  Mat. 
xvii.  16.  The  demon  departed  out  of  him  ;  and 
the  child  was  cured  (£t)^a7r£u0r,)  from  that  very  hour, 
v.  1 8.  In  Luke  ix.  42,  it  is  faid,  Jefus  healed 
the  child.  See  alfo  Mat.  viii.  16,  17.  ju  ft  now- 
cited,  where  Ch  rift's  bearing  away  our  fickneffes, 
includes  the  cure  of  poffeifcons,  as  well  as  of 
other  difeafes. 

F  2  thought 
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thought  to  be  pofTerled,  fuffered  grievous 
difeempers.     This  will   appear  with    the 
fulled   evidence    in   the   two   following 
feCtions,    where  we   are    particularly   to 
explain    the   nature  of  thofe  diftempers, 
which  were  imputed  to  porTeflions.    All 
that    we   mean   here  to  affirm,   is,  that 
demoniacs   were    afHiSed    with    certain 
diftempers,     whether    the   poffefiion    of 
demons  was  the  real,  or  only  the  reputed 
caufe   of  them.       It   was    indeed  from 
the  well-known  appearances  and  fymp- 
toms  of  certain   difeafes, .  that   the   an- 
cients inferred,   that  the   patients   were 
porTerled. 


SECT. 
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SECT.     V. 

Prop.  V.  The  particular  difcrdcrs  which 
the  ancients,  whether  Heathens  or  fews, 
afcribed  to  the  poffejjion  of  demons, 
were  fuch  only  as  dijlurbed  the  under- 
/landing, 

'TH  O  prepare  the  way  for  the  proof  of 
this  proportion,  it  is  neceffary  io 
to  obferve,  that  we  are  carefully  to 
diflinguifli,  though  the  diftinclion  hath 
not  been  attended  to,  between  dif- 
eafes  fupernaturally  inflicled  and  pof- 
fefjions.  The  ancient  Heathens  attri- 
buted difeafes,  not  only  thofe  attended 
with  extraordinary  fymptoms,  (as  Dr. 
Sykes  *  apprehended,)  but  difeafes  in  ge- 
neral, to  the  anger  of  the  immortal 
godsr  5  and  accordingly  from  them  fought 

q  Inquiry,    p.  6. 

1  Morbos  turn  ad  iram  deorum  immprtalium 
relatos  effe,  &  ab  iifdem  opem  pofci  fblitam. 
Cclfus,  lib.  i.  prjefat. 

F  3  for 
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for  relief.'  Sick  perfons  advifed  with 
their  priefts  and  prophets,  as  we  now 
do  with  our  phyficiansj  and  expe&ed  to 
be  reMored  to  health  by  luftrations  and 
charms,  without  the  ufe  of  natural 
remedies,  except  fuch  as  were  fuggefted 
by  the  gods.  They  did  not,  however, 
reprefent  all  perfons  whom  the  gods  or 
demons  vifited  with  difeafes,  as  having 
thofe  gods  or  demons  within  themy 
which  was  fuppofed  to  be  the  cafe  with 
all  demoniacs.  When  they  became  fuch,  ■ 
the  demon  was  thought  to  enter  them; 
and  at  his  leaving  them,  or  being  expelled 
from  them,  they  no  longer  came  under 
this  denomination  c.    While  he  remained 

f    See  Young  on  idolatry,  vol.  ii.  p.  85. 

t  In  the  evangelical  hifrory  we  read,  that 
c£  the  demons  (  E^sASsvtsj  aivv\h§QV  si?  ty\v  wysX%v) 
"  came  out  of  the  men,  and  went  into  the  herd  of 
*'  fwine."  Mat.  viii.  32.  Compare  Mark  i.  26. 
Indeed,  the  expreffion  of  cafting  out  demons,  which 
fo  often  occurs  in  the  New  Teftament,  fhews, 
that  the  popular  opinion  was,  that  they  had  been 
in  the  demoniacs.     Agreeably  to  this  opinion,  the 

in 
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in    them,    they    /poke  and    acled   under 
his   influence,    without     having    (.^g   vve 

Gadarenc  demoniacs,  conceiving  of  themfelves  a« 
the  mere  organs  of  indwelling  demons,  fav  to 
Chrifr,  If  thou  cajl  us  out,  fuffkz  us  to  go  aivay 
into  the  herd  of ' fwine  :  (t\  eJcbaAX&S  ty4«?,  (TrtTP^ov. 
%[mv  drnX^itv  iU  rw  oiyzhw  ruv  p/oj^wv.)  Mat.  viii. 
31.  On  other  occafions,  the  demons  are  rcpre- 
fented  as  fpeaking  in  the  poiTelTed. 

The  learned  and  ingenious  Semlerus  afTerts, 
ex  verbis  illis,  s£«A0o!i,  i  r^yjro  Ja^ucW,  non 
conficitur,  daemonia  efTe  in  homine  Ctpis-otpevot.. 
And  he  afiigns  as  the  ground  of  his  aflertion,  that 
a  fimilar  phrafe  occurs  with  refpecT:  to  the  leprofy, 
r\  Xiir^x  avyihQEVy  Mark,  i.  42.  Luke  v.  13.  p. 
36,  37,  38.  In  p.  45,  note  30,  he  fays,  Cypri- 
ani  inveni  primam  illam  truculentam  phrafm,  de 
obfejforum  corpor'tbus  ejiciuntur  ;  de  obfejjis  corporibiis 
exlre  coguntur. — Illud  e*£atAA>«K,  ejicere,  induxit 
interpretes,  non  vero  refertur  ad  corpus  ipfum  ho- 
minis.  Indeed,  through  the  whole  of  his  tract, 
be  feems  more  inclined  to  difpute  the  perfonal 
prefence  of  demons  in  the  human  body,  than 
their  power  of  aiili&ing  it  with  uncommon  dif- 
eafes.  And  in  the  pafTage  here  cited,  he  feems 
willing  to  affign  the  notion  of  proper  pofTeilions,  fo 
late  a  date  as  the  age  of  Cyprian. 

It  appears  however  from  the  earlieil  writers, 
that  demoniacs  were  fuppofed  to  have  demons 
within    them  in    perfon*     Semlerus    himfelf  fayfc,- 
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fhall  (hew   in  the  fequel)  the  ufe  of  their 

own  underftandings.      Now  this  cannot 

p.  8.  note  6  In  corpus  intrat  daemon  fatidicus  ;  and 
in  proof  of  this  t-fFertion,  very  properly  appeals  to 
to  Eun'p.  Bacch.  v  300.  "Qtccv  yap  0  Srto g  '£IS 
TO  ZXIM'  '£A@H  vroAug  ;  and  alfo  to  Virgil, 
JEn.  VI.  77,  &c.  At  Phosbi  nondu.m  patiens, 
immanis  in  antro  bacchatur  vates,  magnum  Ji  pec- 
tore  poffit  excujfijje  dcum.  Ariftotie  (de  Mirab. 
Aufcult.  Extrem.)  speaking  of  a  flone  in  the  river 
Nile,  expreffes  himfelf  in  the  following  manner  : 
fTwrihii  ^  Xy  to~?  ouiy.ovi  tiih  yivo^ivoig  xxtoaoi$ 
fThrafyllus  &  Plutarch  us  zjouT  31  ugirx  zr^og  rvg 
£xi[aovi<^o{/,iv)ss'2  cc^oc.  yap  tw  ■nrpofjOjii/ai  Tcc7g  pi<r)v 
"AnEPXETAI  [Thrafyllus'EHEPXETAl] to  Jaxjt*o«io». 
Vide  Thrafyll.  apud  Stobaeum  XC  VIII.  &  Plutarch, 
de  Fluviis,  p.  1159.  Jofephus,  in  the  pafTage 
cited  from  him  above  p.  42.  reprefents  the  demons 
as  entering  thofe  called  demoniacs  ;  and  immediately 
after  adds,  that  the  root  baaras  drives  away  (JfciXuwsi) 
demons.  El  fewhere  he  affirms,  that  Solomon  inftru£l- 
ed  men  in  the  art  of  curing  thefe  unhappy  perfons, 
which  was,  by  extracting  the  demon  through  the  nos- 
trils :   IjrilKxVi  Q<r<pMUV"6fAiVU  SlOl   TWV  |U  UK  Til  ££01/  TO  §XlfiQ- 

viov.  This  is  faid  of  Eieazar,  who  at  the  fame  time 
commanded  the  demon  as  he  went  out  of  the  pa- 
tient, ifyovli  t£  a\0£W7T»,  to  overturn  a  cup  of  wa- 
ter ;  and  adjured  him  not  to  return  into  him  again, 
pmiT  slg  aurov  'nravi\§iiv.  Antiq.  Jud.  lib.  viii. 
c.  2.  §  5.      Once    more,   Lucian   in    his  Philop- 
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nc  afiirmed  concerning  all  thofe  whom 
the   gods,  by   a   tranfient   act  of  power, 

fendes,  (p.  337,  torn.  ii.  ed.  Amfcelodami) 
where  he  is  dcfcribing  the  commonly  received 
opinion  on  this  fubje£t,  fays,  'E7r£iJat>  yola  E7r»r>t 
xnyJvony  xj  i^toci  Zfov  EI2EAHAT0A2IN  EI2 
TO  ZI2MA,  — —  0  (Sxipuiv  airoKpiviTot.^  —  07rw?  tf, 
x)  o$tu  EIIHAGEN  ES  TON  ANOPXiriON.  Ete- 
nim  quum  jacentibus  fupervenit,  rogavitque  unde 
in  corpus  ingrejji  fmt} — daemon  refpondet,' — quo- 
modo  &  unde  in  hominem  intravit.  Immediately 
after,  he  reprefents  the  exorcift,  as  driving  avjay 
or  expelling  the  demon,    ifciXocmn    tov  §izi{j.ovx. 

Thefe  pafTages,  and  a  thoufand  others,  that  might 
be  produced  from  writers  who  lived  feveral  ages 
before  Cyprian,  ferve  to  fhew,  that  the  general 
idea  which  the  ancients  entertained  of  demoniacs, 
was  that  of  perfons  whofe  fymptoms  were  af- 
cribed  to  the  real  prefence  and  refidence  of  de- 
mons in  the  human  body.  The  objection  of  Sem- 
lerus,  taken  notice  of  the  above,  however  inge- 
nious, doth  not  appear  to  have  any  force  :  for 
though  a  difeafe  as  well  as  a  demon  is  faid  to  depart 
from  a  man  ;  yet  this  language  will  not  prove, 
that  the  demon  was  not  in  him  before,  but  ra- 
ther implies  the  contrary,  juft  as  the  difeafe  was 
in  the  man,  from  whom  it  was  faid  to  depart.  It 
is  for  want  of  attending  to  the  proper  idea  the 
ancients    had   of  pofleflions,    that  even    the    beft 
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were  fuppofed  to  chaftife  with  mere 
bodily  difbrders.  Apollo,  according  to 
Komer  u  fent  the  plague  upon  the  Gre- 
cian army  5  but  thofe  who  were  vifited 
by  the  plague,  do  not  anfwer  to  the 
defcription  of  demoniacs,  nor  were  they 
ever  reprefented  as  fuch. 

In  like  manner,  with  refpecl  to  the 
Jews,  St.  Peter,  fpeaking  in  the  language 
of  his  country,  fays,  Chrift  healed  all  that 
were  opprejfed  of  the  devil*.   The  apoflle 

writers  on  the  fubje6l  confound  it  with"  every 
grievous  diftemper  that  was  afcribed  to  the  anger 
of  the  gods. 

u  U.  i.  The  ancients  were  generally  of  opinion, 
that  peftilence  proceeded  from  the  anger  of  the 
gods.     Diogen.  Laert.  lib.  viii.  fegm.  70. 

x  A£h  x.  38.  Though  Dr.  Sykes  (Farther  In- 
quiry, p.  59.)  refers  this  paflage  to  Chrift's  reco- 
vering men  from  the  power  of  the  devil,  to  obe- 
dience to  Godj.it  is  neverthelefs  evident,  that 
St.  Peter  is  here  fhevving,,  that  Chrift's  divine 
commifrlon  was  demonstrated  by  his  miracles.  The 
expreflion  is  equivalent  to  Mat.  iv.  23.  He  healed 
all  wanner  of  ficknefs,  and  all  tnanner  of  dlfeafe 
amcngjl  the  people.     All   the  difeafed   were  fpoken 
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fecms  here  to  refer  to  Chrid's  cure  of  the 
difcafed  in  general,  without  taking  into 
confideration  the  particular  cafe  of  the 
demoniacs  •>  who,  in  the  Gofpels,  are 
diftinguiilied  y  from  the  blind,  the  lame, 
the  paralytic,  and  thofe  afflicted  with 
other  maladies ;  concerning  whom  we 
never  read,  that  demons  entered  them, 
or  were  expelled  from  them.  The  leprofy 
was  confidered  by  the  Jews  as  a  divine 
infliction  \  And  indeed,  as  a  very  emi- 
nent writer  obferves  %  all  over  the  Eaft, 
where  the  leprofy  is  almoft  incurable,  it 
was  regarded  in  the  fame  light.  The 
fame  celebrated  author  farther  takes  no- 
"  tice,  That,  according  to  Herodotus  *, 
<c  it    was    the   belief    of  the     Perfians, 

of  by  the  Jews,  as  opprejjed  by  an  evil  fpittt,  but 
not  as  poffejfed  by  demons,  of  whom  there  is  here 
no  mention. 

y  See  below,,  ch.  ii.  fe£t.  3.    at   the  beginning. 

z  See  Hammond  on  Mat.  viii.  4. 

a  Michaelis,  in  his  DifTertation  on  the  Influ- 
ence of  Opinions  on  Languages,  p,  6. 

*    Clio,   c,  138. 

that 
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"  that  the  leprofy  came  no  other  way,  than 
ei  as  a  punishment  for  having  offended 
44  the  fun."  He  adds,  "  From  hence, 
"  (that  is,  from  its  being  regarded  as  a 
"  puni&ment  of  God's  own  immediate 
'*  inflicting)  it  is,  that  the  moft  ufual 
cc  word  for  the  Ieprofy,  amongft  the 
ei  .Hebrews,  properly  fignifies  ajirohe  or 
6i  lajJi  with  a  whip.".  Neverthelefs,  le- 
pers are  never  fpoken  of  as  pojj'ejfed  by 
demons. 

Once  more,  our  Saviour,  fpeaking  of 
the  woman  who  was  bowed  together, 
and  was  unable  to  ftand  upright,  des- 
cribes her  as  one  whom  Satan  hath  hound 'b. 
It  was  cuftomary  with  the  Jews,  accord- 
in^  to  Lightfoot%  to  attribute  fome  of  the 
more  grievous  difeafes  to  eviljpirits,  efpeci- 
ally  thoje,  wherein  either  the  body  was  dif- 
tortedt  or  the  mind  dijiurbed.  From  hence 
it  follows,   that  fuppofing   this  woman's 

fe  Luke  xiii.   n,  16. 
c  On  Mar.  xvii.  15. 

diforder 
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diforder  to  be  the  palfy,  or  a  total  relax- 
ation of  the  nerves,  and  that  it  proceeded 
from  natural  caufes  ;  yet  the  Jews  would 
exprefs  the  cafe  by  faying,  Sata?i  bound 
her.  And  it  is  poffible,  that  our  Saviour, 
when  fpeaking  on  fubjects  of  natural 
knowledge,  might  fee  fit  to  adopt  the 
language  of  the  age  and  country  in  which 
he  lived d.  The  term,  fatan,  indeed,  is 
fometimes  applied  to  a  good  angel,  acting 
in  oppofition  to  any  one ;  as  was  (hewn 
above.  If  you  thus  underftand  it  here, 
the  meaning  will  be,  that  this  affliction 
befel  her  by  the  providence  of  God. 
But  whatever  be  intended  by  fatan  %  by 
whom  this  woman  is  faid  to  be  bound, 
it  is  certain,  the  Gofpel  doth  not  repre- 

d  See  below,  ch.  ii.  fe£h  3.  No  I.  II. 
e  It  was  obferved  above,  p.  6.  that  fatan  de- 
notes an  acherfary*  and  Dr.  Sykes  fuppofes  that 
the  term  might  be  applied  to  the  woman's  infir- 
mity, or  whatever  was  the  obftruclion  to  her  health. 
Inquiry,  p.  54.  But  the  citation  from  Lightfoot 
feems  to  afford  the  beft  help  towards  underftand- 
'  ing  this  paffage, 

fent 
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fent  her  as  a  demoniac*  She  is,  indeed* 
fpoken  of  as  having  afpirit  of  infirmity ;  but 
this  is  rnanifeftly  a  defcription,  not  of  any 
demon,  but  of  her  di/brder,  which  was  that 
of  an  infirm  difpofition  and  habit  $  for  {he 
was  not  able  to  lift  up  herfelf.  And  if 
the  expreffion  denotes  an  infirmity  in- 
jliffied  by  an  evil  fpirit ;  ftill  this  is  very- 
different  from  being  pojjeffed.  None  come 
under  this  defcription,  as  I  mall  now 
attempt  to  (hew,  but  fuch  as  were  dif- 
ordered  in  their  fenfes  and  underftand- 
ings,  or  wanted  the  right  ufe  of  their 
faculties. 

Amongfl  the  Latins^  all  the  words 
which  defcribe  demoniacs,  or  perfons 
poiTeiied   by  ghofts,     include    in   them 

f  See  above,  p.  23.  note  z  As  to  the 
Lymphatici,  we  read  in  Pliny  (Nat.  Hift.  lib.  viii* 
§  71.)  Hi  greges  repente  lymphati  futura  praeci- 
nunt.  The  Lymphatici,  are  the  w^oKrnrioi  of  the 
Greeks,  concerning  whom  Ariilotle  (lib.  i.  Ethi- 
cor.  Epidem.)  fays,  rzq  nyAipoAwJs?  Ittivqio,  Jai/.*o- 
v'.cx,  li/9«a-ia^j{v.  Lymphans  fignifies,  making  one 
mad,  It,  lymphante  deo,  vociferans.  Stat. 
Thebaid.    vii.    662. 

the 
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the  idea  of  madnefs,  or  an  alienation 
of  mind.  Their  larvatl1  and  cerriti* 
in  particular  who  anfvver  exactly  to 
the  poffefjed  with  de?nons  in  the  New 
Teitament,  were  all  mad-men.  To  be 
full  of  larva1,  or  the  ghofts  of  wicked 
men,  was  a  phrafe  exprcflive  of  the  moft 
outrageous  madnefs. 

In  like  manner  amongft  the  Greeks, 
rage  and  phrenzy  were  the  ufual  atten- 
dants of  infpiration  and  pofieiiion  k  j  and 

£  The  larvati  are  defcribed  by  Feftus,  as  furi- 
ofi,  &  mente  moti,  quad  larvis  exterriti.  In 
Plautus  (Captiv.  acSl.  iii.  fc.  4.  v.  65.)  it  is  faid 
of  Ariftophontes,  'Jam  deliramenta  loquitur :  larvae 
ftimulant  yirum.  Vid.  Aulular.  A<5L  iv.  fc.  5. 
v.  15,  Larvae  hunc,  atque  intemperise,  infaniaeque 
agitant  virum. 

h  Hellade  percufla,  Marius  cum  praecipitat  fe, 
Cerritus  fuit  ? 

Hor.  Sat.  lib.  ii.  fat.  3.  v.  278. 

1  Larvarum  pleni.  Plaut.  Amphitruo,  A$.  ii. 
fc.  2.  v.  144.     See  Dr.  Sykes's  Inquiry,    p,  17. 

UfABTlOOV     fiuGiXix     AfAaSwE,     TLj    (3«>C^£j£t,    Mj     U7T0     T» 

Ssz  pxivtTot.1.  Herodotus,  lib.  iv.  c.  79.  The 
Heathen  prophets,  who  are  always  reprefented  as 
pofleiTed   by  their  deities,  were  befide  themfelves. 

the 
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the  fame  word  denoted  both  the  being  mad* 
and  having  a  demon  \   The  higheft  degrees 

Nuy  S\  tx  f^sytfx  Tcov  xyxvoov  V[^7v  yiyvsrxi  Six  f^xvixg, 
Sax  [abvtoi  Soaa    SiSopiuyg'    *j    n  yxp    Sri  in    AsX&oT? 

7JTflo<$>*)TJ?,    Oil    T      iV   AoSiOVn    liOllQCl)     (AXV£l<TXl   jW,£l)    ZTOXXX 

ttr)  yj  v-xXx^  \Six  ri  h^  Sr)[*o<rix  mv  ExXxSx  cipydirxvTO» 
Plato's  Phasdrus,  inter  Oper.  torn.  iii.  p.  224.  ed. 
Serrani.  In  his  Timzeus,  torn.  iii.  p.  71.  it  is 
afFerted,  a'Jel?  yxp  sunk?  i(px7r\tTxi  [/.xvlmrig  l^'as  xj 
«A7iGSff.  The  manner  in  which  Dio  Chryfoftom 
defcribes  the  cafe  of  a  prieftefs  of  Hercules,  con- 
firms the  general  propofition  of  Plato  :  Taura  x) 
zXeyh  «;£  u<nriP  ol  uoXXo)  twv  Xiyoy-ivuv  wQeoov  xvSpui 

J<u  yVVXlXOOV)     CLuQpXlVlSITX  7ty    T3iPlSlXHS(TX  TJ1U  Kt(pxXriV  xj 

■sr£;ow(u.£V7i  feivov  I^A£7rfiv,  aXXa  •sravu  lltcpxlug  jt, 
(TutPpoMS.  De  Regno,  Orat.  i.  p.  11,  12.  ed  Ca- 
fauboni.  Euripides  (in  his  Bacchae,  v.  298,)  thus 
expreffes  the  fentiments  of  the  Heathens  on  the 
fubjecl:  before  us. 

— To  yxo  fixK%ev<ri[Aov, 

Kal  to  pxxiuStq,  {Axvlixriv  zroXXyv  iyii* 
"Orxv  yxo  0  S'eo?  £i'g  to  o"«(a'  eA6jj  sroAv?, 
Azysiv  to  [xiXXov  rig  y.B^.->]i/olxg  uTojej*. 

»— — .  Etenim  ipfa  bacchatio, 

Yx  ipfa  infania  magnam  vaticinandi  vim  habet: 
Quando  enim  hie  deus  in  corpus  venerit  multus, 
Dicere  futura  infanientes  facit. 
Compare  Plutarch  de  Orac.  defect,  p.  432,  <F. 
where  this  pafTage  is  cited.  See  alfo  p.  438.  A.  B. 
and  above,  p.  22.    note  x. 

1   What     the    New     Teftament    expreffes     by 
ixiyJviov  ev-eWs  and  ^x^ov^ar^xi,  is  in  otherGreek 

of 
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of  rage  and  diffraction  arc  exprcnld  by  a 
term  borrowed  from  evil  demons  '".    Nay, 

authors  exprefled  (more  commonly  ?.t  leaft)  by 
J'ajfxovav,  which,  according  to  Suidas  (in  voc.) 
fignifies  J7re  Sxlpcvoq  xotli%£<rQziy  y^  pzivi<?§%i,  a  dge- 
mone  poflideri,  infanire.  This  word  occurs  twice 
in  Xenophon's  Memor.  Socrat.  lib.  i.  cap.  i.  §  q. 
$<xt[j.ovocv  {(pVi  fufere  dicebat.  Axiy.ovxv  Je  k,  tzs 
k.  t.  A.  itidem  illos  etiam  aiebat  furere.  In  the 
fame  fenfe  it  is  u fed  in  Heliodorus,  lib.  iv.  cap.  10, 
m  uraK  doupovxv  £o»xe,  &7&>S  aXXoaolcv  ri  to  nxi  aCrriv  '. 
filiam  larvae  ftimulare  videntur,  adeo  inufitatum 
quiddam  illi  accidit.  The  fame  author  adds, 
dxipovocv  tw  xopyiv,  furias  ftimulare  puellam.  Lu- 
cian  calls  demoniacs  under  great  terrors,  t»V  Sen- 
(j.ovooi/lxg ;  and  defcribes  them,  as  lunatic,  w.$siirlie.- 
rovlct<;  zrgog  ir,v  <rfAnW,)  as  flaring  with  their  eyes, 
foaming  at  the  mouth,  and  being  fpeechlefs.  Phi- 
lopfeud.  p.  337.  ed.  Amftelodam.  p.  833.  ed.  Par. 
Suidas  hath  produced  a  pafTage  (from  Colle£lan. 
Conftantini  Imperatoris,  a  Valefio  editis,  p.  145.) 
in  which  ixifx.ovri<rxg  denotes  infania  correptus. 
In  the  PhoenifTae  of  Euripides,  v.  895.  Sxtuovuijlxg 
is  ufed  to  defcribe  thofe  who  were  befide  them- 
felves. 

m  Lambert  Bos  (in  his  Exercit.  Philolog.  p. 
62.)  obferves,  KaxoJaiwoi/aa  eft  apud  Ariftophan. 
in  Pluto,    A£t.  ii.    fc.  3.   v.  364,  366,    372.)  ubi 

G  pofTef- 
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pofTeflion  by  demons,  or  by  evil  demons, 
is  often  ufed  by  them  to  exprefs  mad- 
nefs,  whether  this  diforder  proceeded 
from  demons  or  not n. 

Blepfidemum  ter  feparatis  vicibus  infeclatur  Chre- 
mylus,  dicens,  Ou^  vyiaivuv  y-ol  ^oxstV,  non  tu  fat 
mihi  fanus  videre.  MO^aynoXa.g  atra  te  bilis  agi- 
tat.  KajtoJ'aj^ova?,  larvae  te  atque  intemperije 
agitant.  Ex  quo  loco  cernere  licet,  tria  ilia  in- 
faniam  infinuere,  at  poftremum  hoc  xaxo^aiwoixxv, 
gravifilmam  infaniae  fpeciem,  extremam  fc.  de- 
mentiam,  furorem  vehementiflimum,  cujus  au£tor 
credebatur  effe  ytomofecipuv.  In  A6t.  ii.  fc.  5.  v. 
coi,   (Aixvioe.  &  wa.oooliu.ovix    ate  thus  diftinguifhed, 

fAoixkov  ;  Quis  non  reputabit  effe  infaniam,  imo 
potius   extremum  furorem  ? 

n  This  appears  from  the  pafifages  from  Xeno- 
phon  cited  above  note',  where  Saipovow  merely 
exprefTes  infaniry,  without  any  reference  to  the 
caufe.  The  fame  obfervation  holds  true,  with 
regard  to  the  citations  from  Ariftophanes  in 
note  m,  in  which  pojpjjion  by  an  evil  demon,  is 
oppofed  to  tu  Jyi-oMMW'i  and  denotes  only  the  high- 
eft  degree  of  melancholy  or  madnefs,  which  are  na- 
tural diforders.  How  it  came  to  pafs,  that  the 
fame  word  which  originally  denoted  both  poffeflion 
and  madnefs,  came  afterwards  to  be  often  ufed  for 

The 
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The  like  forms  of  fpeech  were  ufed  by 

the  yezvs,  who,  indeed,  on  almoft  all  other 

the  latter  only,  will  be  fhewn  in  the  fequcl, 
chap.  1.  feci.  6.  but  especially  ch.  ii.  feci.  3. 
We  are  here  only  concerned  to  eftablifh  the  fact  ; 
in  confirmation  of  which,  it  may  be  obferved, 
that  in  Sophocles  (Ajax,  v.  24.2)  demon  de- 
notes madnefs,  x«xa  Siwx^'xiv  pV^aD',  a  <?aipv  K*$i\; 
avtyuv  ISiSxfev.  Mala  convicia  addens,  qus  furor 
illi  et  nemo  hominum  fubjiciebat.  The  fcholiaft 
obferves,  Sx.1y.0vx  $j  (pntri  rw  y.otvioiv.  The  juftice 
of  this  remark  will  appear  by  comparing  v.  2i6. 
where  Ajax  is  faid  to  be  feized  with  rnadnefs, 
potvioi.  So  that  this  word  feems  to  be  often  ufed, 
as  equivalent  to  Saipuv.  In  iEfchylus,  Theb. 
v.  1009,  we  read,  'l«  $cupovZv\i<;  lv  uroc,  O  furen- 
tes  in  calamitatej  and  Chcephorae,  v.  564,  lireiSn 
dai[Aov<x  oop(&>  H.a.Ko7g,  domus  enim  ex  malis  infanit. 
See  alfo  the  paffage  from  the  PhcenifTas  of  Euri- 
pides,   v.   895.   cited  above,  note  *. 

In  like  manner  EuJa^jway  and  xxnoSa.ifji.uv,  though 
originally  applied  to  thofe  who  were  befriended  or 
oppofed  by  demons,  were  afterwards  ufed  to  def- 
cribe  fuch  as  were  either  profperous  and  happy  on 
the  one  hand,  or  unfuccefsful  and  wretched  on 
the  other,  to  whatever  caufe  their  different  con- 
ditions were  owing.  The  gods  themfelves  are 
called  iiSaipoviq  in  the  fame  fenfe  as  they  are 
called    jua-xa^??,     beati.     Atyz   yi-p  jwoj,   oZ   vravlois 

G  2  fubjects, 
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fubjedts,  as  well  as  on  this,  adopted  the 
phrafeology  and  fentiments  of  the  Hea- 
thens. When  Joiephus  fays,  that  cer- 
tain Jewifli  impoftors,  ferfuaded  the  mul- 
titude to  be  pop  [fed  by  a  demon' \  he  cart 
only  mean,  that  thefe  impoflors  worked 
up  the  people  into  a  phrenzy,  or  prevail- 
ed upon  them  to  act  like  mad  men. 
The    madnefs  of  which   the   multitude 

S"£sj  (pvq  s\}t)xi[A0va,<;  stvxi  n,  nxXag  J  Die  enim  mihi, 
nonne  omnes  ais  deos  beatos  effe  atque  bonos? 
Plato  in  Sympof.  The  fame  epithet  is  often  ap- 
plied to  particular  gods,  as  the  reader  may  fee,  by 
confulting  Ode  de  Angelis,  p.  188.  Kxuo^xipuv 
denotes  unhappy  or  wretched,  and  in  this  fenfe  oc- 
curs continually  in  exclamations,  when  perfons. 
complain  of  their  mifery  j  (as  the  fame  learned 
writer  allows,  p.  190.)  and  on  other  occafions  : 
particularly  in  Lucian  de  Luflu,  v_  2.  p„  304,, 
w  xaxoJatjwou  ai/9^w7re,  Homo  infelix.  Thofe  whe* 
brought  their  mifery  upon  themfelves  were  de- 
-  fcribed  by  this  term :  Ton  ts  soman  uxxixv  (py<ri- 
(puVfw?*  h?  nrliis  ow/s-j  ol  xxnoctxipoviq.  Cupidinem 
vero  naturs  vitium  appellabat,  cui  fuccumbentes 
miferi-  Tpurtudxtpuv  is  ter  beatus;  and  T^wxaxo- 
$xifj.uv  is  ter  infelix.       Ode  p.   190. 

Axipovxv  to  ts-A'^O^  cZnTmtioVy  Bel.  Jud.  ljt>.  ii* 
cap.  1  3.  §  4. 

were 
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were  guilty,  did  not  proceed  from  de- 
monical pofleffion,  but  from  human  ar- 
tifice or  perluafion.  This  is  a  very  re- 
markable pafTiige ;  becaufe  it  contains  a 
clear  proof,  that  the  Jews  fpoke  of  per- 
fons  as  being  pcifefTed  by  demon s,  or  as 
having  demons,  when  they  meaned  mere- 
ly to  affirm,  that  they  were  mad.  Light- 
foot1"  hath  mewn,  that  the  Jews  were 
wont  to  attribute  to  evil  fpirits,  fuch 
difeafes  as  difturbed  the  mind;  and,  what 
is  more  to  our  purpofe  (till,  that  thofe 
vexed  with  an  evil  fpirit  were  infane q. 
They  even  gave  the  fame  name  both  to 
demons  and  difeafes,  from  whatever 
caufe  thofe  difeafes  might  proceed.  Kor- 
dicus,  fay  they,  is  a  demon  who  rules  over 
thofe  that  drink  too  much  new  wine ;  and 

p  Hor.  He'br.  Mat.  xvii.  15.  as  cited  above, 
P.  76- 

3  Compare  what  the  fame  author  hath  ad- 
vanced on  Mat.  viii.  28.  and  Luke  xiii.  11.  and 
what  occurs  below  at  the  beginning  of  the  next 
fe&ion  with  refpeel  to  the  Jews. 

G  7  it 
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it  is  a  difeafe  generated  from  the  repletion  of 
the  veffels  oj  the  hrain}  whereby  the  u?ider- 
jlanding  is  confounded  -,  and  it  is  a  kind  of 
falling  ficknefs  r. 

It  probably  was  from  the  eaftern  na- 
tions, that  all  other  people  derived  their 
notion  of  demons  ->  we  cannot  therefore 
be  furpriied  to  find,  that  the  nations 
bordering  upon  Judea,  as  well  as  thofe 
before  taken  notice  of,  join  infanity  and 
pofTeflion  together.  The  Arabic  word 
Gjin,  according  to  CaRellus  *,  which 
figniries     a     demon,     fignifies    madnefs; 

r  Lightfoot,  Hor.  Hob.  Mat.  xvii.  15.  Mai- 
monidcs  in  Sabbat.  II.  c.  (cited  by  Wetftem,  vol.  i. 
p.  283,  b.)  Spiritum  malum  vocant  omnes  fpecies 
morborum,  qui  vocantur  melancholia.  Et  in  Eru- 
bin.  iii.  4.  Spiritum  malum  vocant  omne  dam- 
num, quod  non  venit  a  nianu  hominis,  fed  alia,  ' 
quaecunque  illi  fuerit,  caufa.  In  Gittin.  vii.  1. 
quern  cepit  Cardiacus.  Bartenora  :  animus  per- 
turbatur  00  malum  Ipiritum,  qui  praedominatur  in 
eo  qui  bibit  vinum  novum.  At  Maimon  eft  in- 
firmitas,  qua?  procedit  ex  recefTu  cerebri,  unde 
perturbatur  mens. 


*  Lex.  Polyg. 
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and  maginun,  which  denotes  a  perfon 
po/Jefled  by  a  dcf?iont  is  ufed  for  a  perfon 
furious  and  inlane.  With  fuch  unifor- 
mity did  all  the  ancient  nations,  in  their 
refpe&ive  languages,  exprefs  madnefs 
by  demoniacal  poffcflion  !  And  is  not 
this  a  clear  proof,  that  the  former  was 
a  conftant  attendant  upon  the  latter  ? 

Accordingly  we  find  in  fact,  that  thofe 
whom  the  ancients  conceived  to  be  pof- 
feffed,  were  infane  in  their  underiland- 
ings.  This  appears  from  a  thoufand  in- 
stances. 1  (ball  only  take  notice,  that 
their  dramatic  writings  are  our  furefl 
rule  whereby  to  judge  what  opinions 
prevailed  in  common  life  :  and  that  in 
the  plays  of  iEfchylus f,  of  Sophocles  \ 

f  Concerning  Oreftes,  fee  the  Cbcephorae  of 
j^Efchylus,  v.  1053,  4.  In  the  Agamemnon  of 
the  fame  poet,  v.  1 149,  it  is  faid  of  Caffandra, 
^ozi/ofiavriq  rig  si  S"£o(po^?i]©-',  Lymphatica  es  numi- 
ne  incita.  In  like  manner  Lycophron  Caflandra, 
'H  <T  ivQtov  flavour  a,  j3ax%f?oi>  fo^oc. 

1  Soph.  Antigone,  v.  1072 — 1080.  See  alfo 
his  Ajax  fiagelL  v.  51,  60,    &c, 
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of  Euripides u,  and  of  Plautus  x,  tbofe  who 
are  fpoken  of  as  pofTefTcd,  are  all  either 
madmen,   or  perfoliate  fuch. 

Bat  though  the  ancients  did  not  con- 
fider  any  perfons  as  porTerled,  who  were 
not  difordered  in  their  understandings  ; 
yet  they  did  not  confider  all  who  were 
difordered  in  their  understandings  as  pof- 
fefled.  The  Greeks  did  not  impute  to 
demons,  the  delirium  of  a  fever,  and  the 
phrenzy  caufed*  by  drinking  to  excefs. 
We  read  in  Herodotus y,  that  it  was  faid 
of  Cleornenes,  that  his  infanity  did  not 
proceed  from  any  demon,  but  from  hard 
drinking.  Neverthelefs,  the  turn  of  ex-" 
prefiion  here  ufcd,  ferves  to  fhew,  that 
for  the  moil  part,   madnefs   was  afcribed 

11  Vide  Eurip.  Oreftes,  v.  35,  &c.  Iphigen.  in 
Tauris,  v.  285.  Hercules  furens,  v.  833,  Tro- 
ades,  v.  307,  341,  366,  408,  500.  Bacchae, 
v.  663,    109 1,   1092. 

x  Menaxh.  Ad:,  v.  fc.  4.  Amphtr.  A6l.ii. 
fc.  2.  v.  71.  Captiv.  Act.  iii.  fc.  4.  Aulular. 
Act.  iv.  fc.  4.     Captiv.   A 61.  iii.  fc.  4. 

I  Lib.  yi,  ch.  84. 

to 
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to  poflefiion.  To  this  fome  have  thought 
they  imputed  every  fpecies  of  madnefs, 
for  which  they  could  not  account  by  the 
fole  operation  of  natural  caufes.  The 
fact  feems  to  be,  that  they  imputed  to 
polTeffion,  only  thofe  cafes  of  madnefs 
in  which  the  fymptoms  appeared  to  them 
beft  to  agree,  with  the  fuppofition  of 
the  patient's  having  his  faculties  con- 
trouled  by  evil  demons,  and  with  his 
fpeaking  and  acting  under  their  malig- 
nant influence. 

Befides  madnefs,  the  ancients  afcribed 
the  epilepfy  to  pofTefTion  ;  efleeming  this 
this  diforder  /acred  on  account  of  the 
entrance*  of  demons  into  the   bodies  of 

Ai#  Trig  do'fcriq  daifAOV©*  \g  tov  orf/Qpccyrov  tliroon, 
Aretseus  de  Caufis  Morbi  diuturn.  lib.  i.  cap.  4. 
Hence  it  is,  that  Hippocrates  (p.  303.)  de  morbo 
facro,  when  reafoning  againfr.  thofe  who  attempted 
to  cure  this  diforder  by  expiations,  and  the  rites  of 
purification,  obferves,  that  he  could  not  think  that 
the  body  of  a  man  could  he  defiled  by  a  god,  that 
which  is  tnoji  polluted  by  what  is  rnojl  pure.  I  take 
notice  of  this   paftage,    as  it  explains    the   diftinc- 

thofe 
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ihofe  who  fuffered  under  it.  Thefe  two, 
the  epilepfy  and  madnefs  are  kindred 
diforders \  The  former  is  often  the 
confequence  of  the  latter,  and  the  fits  of 
it  are  always  attended  with  a  deprivation 
of  the  understanding,  and  with  convullive 
agitations,  or  a  frantic  and  mad  behavi- 
our. Befides  madnefs,  and  (what  are 
fo  nearly  allied  to  it)  epileptic  fits,  I  know 
of  no  difternper  that  the  ancients  af- 
cribed   to    poffeffion  -,     unlefs,    perhaps, 

tion  between  difeafes  barely  inflicted  by  the  gods, 
and  tbofe  which  were  owing  to  their  entrance  into 
the  body.  As  to  the  epilepfy's  being  efteemed 
facred,  fee  Hippocrat.  de  Aere,  Aquis  &  Locis, 
§  4.  The  Romans  diffolved  their  afFemblies, 
whenever  any  one  was  feized  with  it.  From 
hence  it  was  called  comitialis  morbus. 

a  Saepe  enim  evenit,  ut  per  longum  tempus 
dementis  fuperveniat  epilepfia.  Sunt  enim  afKnes 
hi  morbi.  Mead's  Medica  facra,  p.  69.  ed. 
1749.  Dr.  Sykes,  in  his  Inquiry,  p.  41,  42, 
hath  fhewn  that  the  ancient  phyficians  were  of  the 
fame  opinion. 

fits 
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fits  of  apoplexy  b,  which  alfo  affect  the 
brain,  the  fuppofed  refidence  of  thofe  de- 
mons who  entered  the  bodies  of  men. 
Whatever  may  have  occurred  to  others, 
who  have  a  more  enlarged  view  of  the 
fubjedtj  yet,  with  refpect  to  myfelf,  I 
mulr.  own,  that  after  having  taken  fome 
pains  in  making  inquiry  into  the  ftnfe  of 
the  ancients  upon  it,  I  have  not  been 
able  to  find  any  cafe  of  (what  was  called) 
demoniacal  pofleffion,  that  was  not 
attended  with  fome  diforder  of  the  un- 
derftanding.  Indeed,  it  feems  to  me  very 
unlikely,  that  any  inftance  from  amongft 
the  ancients  mould  ever  be  produced  of  a 
perfon  faid  to  be  porTefTed  ,who  was  in  his 
right  mind  -,  inafmuch  as  all  the  ancients 
in  their  feveral  languages,  employed  the 

b  I  have  feen  Galen  appealed  to,  in  proof  of 
the  ancients  afcribing  apoplexies  to  the  pofTeffion 
of  demons.  But  a  learned  phyfician  whom  I  con- 
fulted,  though  he  made  very  diligent  fearch,  could 
not  find  any  paflage  to  this  purpofe  in  the  works 
of  that  voluminous  writer. 

word 
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word  which  iignified  pofTeflion,  to  ex- 
p'refs  madnefs.  How  far  the  language 
of  fcripture  correfponds  with  thefe  fen- 
timents  of  Pagan  and  Jewish  antiquity, 
will  appear  in  the  following  fection. 

SECT.     VI. 

Prop.  VI.  The  demoniacs  fpoken  of  in  the 
New  Tejlament,  were  all  either  madmen 
or  epileptics. 

tEMONIACS  are  often  either 
exprefty  mentioned  or  referred  to 
in  the  New  Teftament,  by  the  unbeliev- 
ing Jews,  as  well  as  by  Chrifl  and  his 
apoftles.  With  refpect  to  the  Jews,  it 
hath  been  already  (hewn,  from  their  own 
writings,  that  they  considered  demoniacs 
as  infane  in  their  understanding.  And 
agreeable  hereto  is  the  reprefentation 
made  of  their  fentiments  on  this  point  in 
the  Gcfpel. 

Some 
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Some  of  the  Jews,  offended  with 
Chrift's  difcourfes,  faid,  He  hath  a 
demom,  and  is  mad-,  why  hear  ye  himQ  ? 
If  we  underftand  thefe  words  in  the 
ftrictefl  fenfe,  the  Jews  intended  to 
reproach  Chrift  both  with  pofTeffion  and 
madnefs.  For  thefe  two,  when  thus 
joined  together,  are  not  necefTdrily  to  be 
underftood  as  fynonymous  terms;  pofTef- 
fion may  be  put  for  the  apprehended 
caufe,  and  madnefs  for  the  fuppofed  effect. 
It  was  from  the  latter  that  men  inferred 
the  former ;  or  in  other  words,  madnefs 
was  the  evidence  d  of  pofTeffion.  On  the 
other  hand,  as  pofTeffion  fometimes  de- 
noted mere  madnefs,  from  whatever  caufe 

c  John  x.  20.  Axipoviov  ap^rt  x,  fAixivtioa,  In  like 
manner  Ifocrates,  (Orat.  Areopagit  vol.  i.  p.  348. 
ed.    Battie,)  makes   mention    of    xoiXQ$oiifAQvri<Txvluv 

d  Thus  in  Philoftratus,  (Vit.  Apollon.  Tyan, 
lib.  iii.  cap.  38.  p.  128.)  when  the  mother  was 
afked,  why  fhe  thought  her  fon  poffefTed  by  a 
demon,  fhe  replied,  the  demon  a  fyyXPi^  <*$& 
m  txtiVy  non  fana  ilium  mente  patitur  efle. 

it 
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it  proceeded,  it  is  poffible  they  might 
defign  to  reproach  him  with  this  alone. 
Neverthelefs,  on  this  fuppofition  their 
language  is  grounded  on  the  connexion 
there  was  originally  fuppofed  to-  be  be- 
tween pofieffion  and  infanity.  Thofe 
who  thought  favourably  of  ChriuY  re- 
plied to  the  calumny  of  his  enemies, 
"Thefe  are  not  the  words  of  him  who  hath  a 
demon*  \  that  is,  i(  We  cannot  difcover 
"  any  thing  in  his  difcourfes,  that  looks 
"  like  the  ravings  of  a  demoniac,  or 
*c  from  whence  it  can  be  juflly  inferred, 
"  that  he  is  difordered  in  his  under- 
«  flanding". 

At  another  time,  the  Jews  being  un- 
able to  bear  the  fevere  reproofs  of  this 
divine  prophet,  broke  out  again  into  rage 
and  revilings :  Say  we  not  well,  that  thou  art 
a  Samaritan,  (one  that  beareft  us  the  moft 
implacable  hatred,)  andhaft  a  demon f,  that 
is,  "  art  quite  befide  thyfelf?"   Or  they 

e  John  x.  21. 
[  Ch.   viii.  48. 

might 
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might  mean,  that  he  was  a  pojfejfed 
madman.  Jefus  replied,  1  have  not  a  de- 
mon*, "  I  l'peak  the  words  of  truth  and  fo- 
u  bernefs."  When  he  added,  If  a  man 
keep  my  Jayings,  he  ji hall  never  fee  death  h; 
his  enemies,'  from  the  bittereft  malignity, 
wreding  his  words  into  an  abfurd  fenfe, 
accufe  him  again,  Now  we  know  thou  haft 
a  demon l,  "  nothing  can  be  more  evident, 
'*  than  that  (under  the  influence  of  an  evil 
"  fpirit,)  you  mufl  have  loft  your  fenfes." 
Abraham  is  dead,  and  the  prophets  5  and 
thou  fay  eft,  If  a  ?nan  keep  my  faying,  he  Jhall 
never  tafle  of  death.  Art  thou  greater 
than  our  father  Abraham,  who  is  dead-, 
and  the  prophets  who  are  dead?  whom 
makejl  thou  thyfelf?  On  an  occafion  ftili 
different  from  thefe,  they  repeat  the  fame 
language.  He  had  accufed  them  of  a  de- 
fign  to  take  away  his  life;  which  they 

e  Ver.  49. 
h  Ver.  51. 
1    Ver.  52. 

thus 
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thus  difclaim,  Thou  haft  a  devil  (demon,) 
who  goeth  about  to  kill  thee  k.?  ce  What  evi- 
"  dence  have  you  of  our  wanting  to  mur- 
,{  der  you  ?  If  your  under/landing  were 
"  not  difturbed  (by  a  demon,)  you  would 
ts  not  have  advanced  fuch  a  groundlefs 
"  charge1." 

k  Ch.  vii.   20. 

1  The  foregoing  paffages  may,  perhaps,    enable 

us  to    underftand,   Mark  iii.  22.    The  fcribes  which 

came  down  from  Jerufalem,  /aid,  He  hath  Beelzebub. 

A  learned   and   ingenious  writer  conjectures,  that 

the  meaning  is,   He  hath  Beelzebub  at  hand,   as  his 

officiate  and  mini/ler.    But  to  have  a  demon,  doth  on 

other  occafions  import,  being  pojfejfed  by  him.  Nor  is 

this  meaning  of  the  phrafe,    unfuitable  to  the  oc- 

cafion  on  which  it  is  ufed  here.     Such  multitudes 

thronged  after  Chrift,    at  this    time,  to  be  healed 

and   inftrucied,    that  he    had    no    leifure    to   take 

the   neceffary   refrefhments  of  nature;   and  it  was 

even    faid,    on  i%irv,  that    he    is    fainting  away  j 

Mark     iii.    20,    21.   (See    Gen.    xlv.    26.    Jofli. 

ii.    11.     If.    vii.    2.     and   compare    Cafaubon   on 

Enthufiafm,      p.      63.)       This     occafioned      his 

friends   to  lay  hold  on    him,     (Hpxlncat    olvtov,)    to 

prefs  him   to  take    fome  refrefhment ;  juft  as  it  is 

faid  in  the  cafe  of  Elifha,   the   woman   laid  hold  on 

him,    (£K£#t7j<ted  aJroV,)    to  eat  bread,    2  Kings  iv. 

Nor 
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Nor  was  it  raving  madnc/s  only  that 
the  Jews  afcribed  to  demons,  but  that 
fpecies  of  madnefs  alfo  called  melancholy* 
When  'John  came  neither  eating  nor  drink- 
ing, they  Jay,  He  hath  a  detnon  .  From 
his  fecluding  himfelf  from  the  chearful 
converfe  of  men  in  the  wildernefs,  and 
practifing  great  abftinence  and  mortifica- 
tion, they  inferred,  that  John  was  under 
the  power  of  melancholy,  and  therefore 
was  poffefTed.  From  the  foregoing  paf- 
fages  n  of  Scripture,   it  appears   in  what 

B.  (as  Cafaubon  obferves,  p.  65.)  Now  fuch 
was  the  malignity  of  the  fcribes  from  Jerufalem 
aga'pnft  our  Lord,  that  they  took  occafion  from 
this  circumftance,  (viz.  his  fuffering  his  zeal  to 
carry  him  fuch  great  lengths,)  to  reproach  him 
with  being  pofTeffed  by  the  prince  of  demons,  or 
with  the  higheft  degree  of  abfurdity  and  infanity. 
m  Mat.  xviii.  11.     Luke  vii.  33. 

In  the  feveral  paffages  cited  above,  I  have 
explained  the  phrafe,  having  a  detnon^  in  fuch  a 
tnanner  as  to  include  in  it  the  idea  of  poffejjion  as 
well  as  that  of  infanity  ;  becaufe  both  thefe  were 
originally  included  in  it.  Neverthelefs,  it  ought  to 
be  bbferved,    that  words  often  lofe  a  part  of  their 

H  light 
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light   demoniacs    were  regarded   in   our 

Saviour's  time,  and  by  thofe  very  perfons 

original  meaning  j  and  that  this  may  be  the  cafe  here. 
Having  a  demon,  might  be,  and  probably  was,  ufed  by 
the  Jews  in  general,  as  the  equivalent  phrafe,  being 
pojjejjed  by  a  demon,  certainly  was  by  Jofephus  in  par- 
ticular,   to    exprefs    mere    madnefs,     without   in- 
cluding in  it  demoniacal    pofTeffion    as   the   caufe. 
It  is  certainly  not  necejfary  to  understand  the  phrafe 
in  its  molt  extenfive  meaning  in  all,   or  indeed  in 
any  of  the  pafTages  which  we  have  cited  :    for  what 
the   Jews    wanted    to  infer  from   the   difcourfes  of 
Chrift,    and   the   behaviour    of   John,    was,     that 
they  were   difordered  in  their   understandings,   and 
therefore  not   worthy    to    be    attended    to.      Why- 
hear  ye  him?  was  their  language  concerning  Chrift. 
John  x.  20.    To  me  it  feems  evident,  that  the  prin- 
cipal idea  affixed  to  the  phrafe  in  queftion  was  that  of 
infanity.  So  the  Jews  themfelves  explain  it,  He  hath 
a   demon,   and  is  mad.     When  fome,   who   thought 
favourably    of    Chrift,  replied,    Thefe    are   not    the 
words  of  him  who  hath  a  demon,    they  muft  mean, 
that   they  obferved    in   his    difcourfes   no  figns   of 
phrenzy ;  nor  doth  it  appear,  that  they  meaned  more 
than  this,  by  denying  that  he  had  a  demon.      In- 
deed,   if  perfons  fpoken    of  as  pofTefTed,    were  not 
difordered  in  their  understanding,   why  might  they 
not  fpeak  and  a£t  as  ratioiully  as  other  men  ?   In 

who 
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tohd  converfed  perfonally  witli  him. 
And  their  fentimehts  are  perfectly  con- 
formable to  thofe  of  all  other  perfons  in 
the  ancient  world. 

What  reafon  then  is  there  to  fuppofe, 
that  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  entertained  a 
different  idea  of  demoniacs  from  what  all 
other  perfons  did?  This  is  a  point  which 
ought  not  to  be  admitted  without  proof. 
If  there  be  no  proof  of  it,  (and  none 
hath  ever  yet  been  offered,)  the  very  con- 
trary ought  to  be  admitted.  It  mould  be 
taken  always  for  granted,  (as  we  obferved 
before  on  another  occanon)  that  all  men 
ufe  words  in  their  ordinary  fignincation, 
when  there  is  no  reafon  to  believe  the 
contrary.  The  New  Teftament,  how- 
ever, furnifties  us  with  clear  and  certain 
proof,  that  the  facred  writers  did  ufe  the 
phrafe,  having  a  demon,  in  the  fame  fenfe 
as  others  did. 

a  word,  the  whole  debate  turned  upon  this  Tingle 
point  :  Is  there,  or  not,  any  thing  in  ChriiVa 
difeburfes  inconfiftent  with  a  found  underftandinc  ? 

H  2  This 
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This  proof  arifes  in  part  from  the 
account  given  of  the  Gadarene  demo- 
niac0. St.  Mark  defcribes  him  as  a  man 
with  (or  rather  in)  an  unclean  fpir it v ;  and 
St.  Luke  calls  him  a  man  that  had  de~ 
mens**  From  this  laft  phrafe,  if  inter- 
preted agreeably  to  the  ufe  of  it  amongft 
the  Jews,  we  may  infer,  that  he  was 
not  in  his  right  mind  :  and  the  fame  in- 
ference may  alfo  be  drawn  from  the  for- 
mer. For  we  have  fhewn  elfewherery 
that  to  be  in  the  fpirit,  is  an  expreffion 
that  implies  fome  fufpenfion  of  our  own 
faculties,  and  our  thinking  and  a&ing 
under  a  foreign  impulfe  and  impreffion. 
This  phvateybei/igin  ajpirit,  is  equivalent  to 

"■  Matthew  mentions  two  demoniacs,  ch.  viiL 
2,8.  But  Mark  (eh.  v.  2,)  and  Luke  (ch.  viii. 
27.)  take  notice  only  of  one  ;  as  I  likewife  fhall 
do  in  this  place,  my  prefent  argument  not  de- 
pending upon  their  number, 

p   'Ey  ixvii^ccii  axaG»g>7w,    Mark  v.  2. 

*    O?  liyj.  Ja»//.ona.    Luke  viii.  27. 

r  Inquiry  into  the  Nature  and  Defign  of  Chrift's 
Temptations  in  the  Wildernefs, 

that 
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that  which  more  frequently  occurs,  hav- 
ing a  Ipirit  or  demon  -y  as  appears  not  only 
hy  comparing  Mark  and  Luke  together, 
in  the  paflages  here  referred  to,  but  alfo 
from  Mark  himfelf.  For  of  the  very 
fame  perfon,  concerning  whom,  he 
fays  *,  that  he  was  in  an  unclean  fpirit, 
he  defcribes  \  as  the  man  that  had  the 
legion,  and  was  pcfjejj'ed  by  a  demon. 
If  the  former  phrafe  therefore  imports 
a  fpiritual  impulfe  that  controuls  the 
rational  faculties,  the  latter  muft  do  fo 
too.  The  farther  particulars  mention- 
ed concerning  the  demoniac  at  Gada- 
ra,  confirm  this  account  of  his  diforder. 
For  we  are  told,  that  he  had  been  often 
bound  with  chains  and  fetters,  and  as 
often  broke  them^  impatient  of  all  re- 
straint; that  he  lived  amongft  the 
tombs  %  far  from   the  converfe  of  men, 

*   Ch.  v.  2.  f   Ver.  15,  16. 

f  See  below,   ch.  ii.  fec~t.  1.   No.  4. 
1  The   melancholy,    efpecially  under    the   par- 
oxyfms  of   this  diforder,   delight  in    folitude    and 

H  3  making 
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making  dreadful  out-cries  day  and  night  t 
that  he  was  fo  exceeding  fierce,  as  to 
make  it  dangerous  for   travellers  to  pafs 

darknefs,  Maimonides  in  Sabbat.  II.  5.  Dr.  Light- 
foot  tells  us,  (Hor.  Heb.  on  Mat  viii.  28.)  that 
lodging  among  the  tombs  was  reckoned  by  the. 
Jews  as  one  fign  of  a  madman,  (compare  Wetften. 
jn  loc.  p.  355  )  Dr.  Freind  likewife  (Hiftory  of 
Phyfick,  part  I.  p.  iS,  21.)  fays,  that  one  of  the 
rnoft  remarkable  fymptoms  of  the  madnefs  called 
lycantbropy  was,  to  tvander  among jl  the  fepulchres 
cf  the  dead.  Bellerophon  is  dcfcribed  by  Homer, 
lib.  vi.  ver.  202,  'sjo.tov  #vOpw7ra)u  tzXttmuv,  veftigia 
hominum  vitans.  See  Euripidis  Bacch.  v.  32, 
33.  A  fimilar  paffage  from  Aetius  III.  8,  9.  is 
cited  by  Wetften.  on  Mat,  viii.  28.  p.  354.  The 
fepulchres  in  the  eaftern  countries  are  not  in 
towns  and  cities,  but  in  folitary  and  unfrequented 
places  ;  and  in  this  view  they  fuited  the  melan- 
choly apprehenfions  of  demoniacs.  But  what 
feems  to  have  difpofed  them  to  refort  to  thefe  man- 
fions  of  the  dead,  rather  than  to  other  gloomy  re- 
cefTes,  was  the  apprehenfion  of  their  being  poffefled 
b,y  the  fouls  of  dead  men,  which  were  fuppofed, 
wicked  fouls  efpecially,  to  hover  up  and  dovvn 
about  their  burying  places.  See  Plato's  Phaedon, 
p.  386,  C.  ed.  Ficini.  Macrobius  in  Somn,  Scip. 
lib.  i.  cap.  9,  13.  Porphyr.  de  Abfrin.  lib.  ii„ 
§  47.  Laclant.  Div.  I-nft'itut.  lib.  ii.  cap.  2.  Tibul- 

^ea,r 
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near  him";  that  he  wounded  himfelf 
with  flints,  and  was  without  clothing. 
The  converfation  he  held  with  Chrift  is 
a  farther  proof  of  his  infanity  ;  as  there 
will  be  occafion  to  fhew  in  the  fequel.  Af- 
ter his  cure,  he  is  defcribed  as  being  in  his 
right  mind''  j  which  before  his  cure  there- 
fore he  could  not  be  ;  for  this  defcrip- 
tion  of  him  is  directly  oppofed  to  his  for- 
mer date  as  a  demoniac,  or  as  one  faid 
to  be  pofleffed  by  demons y.  From 
hence  it  follows,  not  only  that  this  de- 
moniac was  a  madman  ;  but  that  his  be- 
ing fuch  was  an  idea  intended  to  be  con- 


's 


Ius  I.  6,  15.  See  alfo  Hieronymus  Magius,  Vari- 
arum  Lectionum,  feu  Mifcellaneorum,  lib.  iv. 
cap.   12 

u  See  Wetftenius  on  Mat.  viii.  28. 
£«(pov8vla  Mark  v.  15.    Luke  viii.  75. 

y  They  fee  him  that  was  pojfeffed  with  a  demon 
(jov  Jaj/x.om£o|U.£V5!>)  and  had  the  legion,  fitting,  and 
clothed,  and  in  his  right  mind,  Mark  v.  15.  See 
alfo  Luke  viii.  35.  In  like  manner,  fpeaking  the 
words  of  fobsrncfs  (<ru(pgQ<rvvYis,)  is  oppofed  to  being 
mad,   A&  xxvi,  25. 

H  4  veyed 
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yeyed  of  him  by  the  hiftorians,  when 
they  defcribed  him  as  a  demoniac.  They 
might  alfo  hereby  farther  intend,  that 
his  madnefs  was  regarded  as  the  effect  of 
pofTefiion,  or  fuch  as  was  ufually  afcribed 
to  that  caufe. 

This  man  and  his  afTociate  are  the 
only  inrlances  of  demoniacs,  whofe  cafe 
is  recorded  with  fuch  particular  circum- 
stances. But  when-  perfons  are  de- 
fcribed in  the  fame  general  terms  as  thefe 
men  are,  as  having  demons,  or  an  unclean 
Jpirity  and  in  terms  of  the  fame  import ; 
ought  we  not  to  underfland  this  language, 
on  thefe  occaMons,  in  a  fenfe  conform- 
able to  the  ufe  of  it  in  a  cafe,  where  it  is 
impoffible  to  miftake  its  meaning  ?  If  in 
the  hiftory  of  the  Gadarene  demoniac,  the 
pvangelifts  ufed  this  language  to  exprefs 
madnefs ;  did  they  exclude  this  idea  from 
it  at  other  times,  for  the  fake  of  contra- 
dicting themfelves,  as  well  as  all  the  reft 
of  the  world  ? 

Thofe 
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Thofe  who  lived  near  the  times  of  the 
cvangelifts,  were  under  no  difficulty  to 
underftand  their  meaning ;  as  appears 
from  apafl'age  of  Celfus  concerning  Mary 
Magdalene ;  in  which  he  calls  her  a 
diJlraSled  woman z,  referring  to  the  ac- 
count given  of  her  in  the  gofpels,  that 
out  of  her  went  feven  demons  \  Seven  * 
was  fometimes  ufed  by  the  Jews  as  the 
number  of  perfection,  and  it  frequently 
denotes  feveral,  or  manyc.  The  meaning 
therefore  is,  agreeably  to  what  Celfus 
thought,  that  me  was  cured  of  the  mofi 
violent  phrenzy,  fuch  as  was  in  that  age 
defcribed  by  the  being  pofleffed  by  many 
demons. 

There  is  another  inftance  of  reputed 
pofleffion  mentioned  in  the  New  Tefta- 

rW  W^ojf-^o?,  wj  (pocls,    Celf.   apud  Origen. 
c.  Celf.  p.  96. 

a  Mat.  xvi.  19.    Luke  viii.  I,  2. 

Pf.  xii.  6.  compare  Grotius  on  Mat.  xii.  45, 
c  Levit.  xxvi.  18,  21,  24,  28.   Deut.  xxviii.  7, 
25.   1  Sam.  ii.  5.   Job  v.  19. 

merit* 
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ment,  of  which  it  will  be  proper  to  take 
notice  here.  I  refer  to  the  cafe  of  the 
damfel  that  had  a  fpirit  of  Python  or 
j^pollo^.  She  was  fuppofed  to  be  infpired 
and  pofifeiTed  by  the  fame  fpirit  of  Apollo 
that  delivered  oracles  in  the  Pythian 
temple.  But  no  prophetefs  was  thought 
to  be  infpired  or  poffeffed,  but  when  {he 
was  mad  and  raving  e.  The  Pythia  in 
particular* no fooner  received  theprophetic 
afflatus,  than  flie't  feerned  like  one  dif- 
tra&ed  f.  The  Philippian  damfel  there- 
fore, fo  far  as  fhe  was  thought  to  be 
under  the  fame  afflatus,  was  proportion- 
ably  difordered  in  her  underfianding. 
Minucius  Felix  exprefly  reprefents  the 
prophets  and  prophefeffeswho  ran  about 

*   See  above,   p.  56. 

?  Differ t»  on  Mir.  p.  276,  See  alfo  above 
p.  78.  Plato's  Phaedr.  p.  1220,  C.  D.  E.  Eu, 
ripid.  Bacch.  v.  299,  664,  1091,  &c.  Euripid. 
Traad.  v.  307,  341,  366,  &c.  Plutarch,  de 
Qrac.  defect,  p.  432.  F,  p.  438.  &  de  PJacit. 
Philof.  lib.  v.  cap.  1. 

f  Potter's  Gr.  Anttq.  p.  246. 
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the  flrcets  as  raving,  raging,  and  rolling 
their  heads,  in  the  lame  manner  as  thofe 
in  the  temples  were  ufed  to  do g.  The 
manner  in  which  the  Pythonefs  at  Phi- 
lippi  followed  Paul  for  many  days,  con- 
firms the  other  evidence  of  her  infanity. 
And  the  facred  hiilorian,  (adopting  the 
phrafeology  of  the  age  and  country  in 
which  he  lived)  defigned  to  exprefs  the 
fpecies  of  her  infanity,  by  defcribing  the 
damfel  as  one  polfefled  by  the  prophefy- 
ing  demon  of  Apollo.  We  have  here 
then  a  new  proof,  that  thofe  who  were 
thought  to  be  poffeffed,  were  difordered 
in  their  minds. 

With  regard  to  epileptics,  it  hath  been 
obferved  above h,  that  if  their  diftemper 
was  by  the  ancients  afcribed  to  pofleffion, 
it  was,  becaufe  it  was  attended  with  a 

s  Hi  funt  &  furentes,  quos  in  publicum  videtis 
excurrere,  vates  &  ipfi  abfque  templo,  fie  infani- 
unt,  fie  bacchantur,  fie  rotantur.  Minucii  Feli- 
ps  Octavius,   cap.  27. 

I  P.   89,   90. 

depri* 
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deprivation  of  the  underflanding,  or  lofs 
of  fenfe,  and  with  the  figns  of  phrenzy. 
There    is  reafon    therefore    fufficient    to 
prefume,    that  the  epileptic  youth  whofe 
cafe  is  fo  particularly  defcribed  in  the  New 
Teflainent  \  muft.  have  been  thus  arTe&ed. 
That  he  really  was   fo,    appears   in    the 
fulleft  manner  from  the  feveral  particu- 
lars  mentioned  concerning  him    by  the 
evangelifts.     For  they  reprefent   him  as 
making   grievous  out-cries,  foaming   at 
the  mouth,  gnafhing  with  his  teeth,  be- 
ing convulfed,  thrown   violently  on    the 
ground,  and  often  falling   into  the  fire, 
and  into  the   water.     Thefe   fymptoms 
are  a    full   proof,    that  under  the   par- 
oxyfms  of  his  diforder,  he  had  no  ufe  of 
his    underflanding,    nor   any   command 
over  the  organs  of  his   body.     Nay,  the 
foregoing  fymptoms  of  infanity  were  re- 
garded as  the  proofs  of  his  being  poiTefled. 
This   appears  from  the  language  of  his 

*   Mat,  xvii,  15,     Mark  ix.  18.    Luke  ix.  33. 

father : 
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father :  Have  mercy  on  my  fon,  for  he  is 
lunatic,  and  fore  vexed  with  a  demon  :  for 
oft-times   he  falleth   into  the  f re \  and  oft 
into  the  water  \     In  the  interval  of  his 
fits,  the  demon  was   fuppofed   to  depart 
from    him.       Thefe   intervals    were   of 
fhort  continuance,  and  he   fcarce  reco- 
vered from  one  fit,  before  he  was  feized 
with   another :  on   which   account  it   is 
faid,  Thefpirit  hardly  departed  from  him. 
The   feveral  circumftances  concerning 
this  youth  related  in  the  evangelic  hiftory, 
ferve  to   illuftrate  the  fentiments  of  the 
ancients   concerning  pofleffions.      They 
furnilli  a  new  proof,  that  when  the  patient 
was  feized  by  a  demon,  he  was  no  longer 
m  after  of  himfelf,  and  had  no  ufeof  his  un- 
derstanding ;  and  that  he  came  to  himfelf 
again,  when  the  demon   departed,    They 
likewife    ferve    to    mew,     that  demons 

k  Matr  xvii.  15.  ctXnvax^sltxi,  x}  xotnug  Tutz<%zi. 
This  laft  defcription  of  him  is  fully  explained  by 
the  fpirit's  taking  him,  and  tearing  him,  &c» 
Mark  ix.  17,  x8.   Luke  ix.  39. 

were 
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were  thought  in  fome  inftances,  to  feize 
and  fufpend  the  fenjes,  as  well  as  the  tin- 
derfiandings  of  the  patients.  For  the  fa* 
ther  faid,  My  Jon  hath  a  dumb  fpirit  i 
and  Chriit  calls  the  fpirit  both  dumb  and 
deaf.  From  this  language  it  appears* 
that  the  youth  was  not  dumb  and  deaf 
at  all  times,  and  from  a  defect  in  the 
organs  of  fpeech  and  hearing*  but  only 
during  the  time  of  his  fuppofed  pofTef- 
iion,  that  is,  under  the  paroxyfms  of 
his  epilepfy,  which  the  ancients  afcribed 
to  the  incurfion  of  demons. 

From  the  whole  of  what  hath  been 
hitherto  offered  in  this  fection,  it  is,  I 
apprehend,  evident,  that  the  demoniacs 
fpoken  of  in  the  New  Teftament,  (like 
thofe  we  meet  with  in  all  other  writings 
of  equal  antiquity,)  were  fuppofed  to 
have  demons  (that  is,  the  fouls  of  wick- 
ed men)  refiding  in  them,  and  to  act 
entirely  under  their  malignant  influence  : 
that  thefe  demoniacs  were  either  mad 
men  of  one  kind  or  other,  or  fubjecl:  to 

epi' 
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epileptic   fits,   (which  are  ever  attended 
with  lofs   of  fenfe,  and   a    fufpenfion  of 
the  regular   exercife   of  the  undemand- 
ing :)  and  that  it  was  from  the  fymptoms 
of  thefe  diforders,  that  it  was  inferred  the 
patients  were  pofTefTed  by  demons.  When 
they  faw  a  perfon  acting  as  if  he  was  in  a 
deep  melancholy,  which  the  Jews  thought 
John  the  Baptift  was,  becaufe  he  denied 
himfelf  the  pleafures  of  fociety,  and  the 
ufual  refreshments  of  nature  ;  when  they 
obferved  any  fpeaking  and  behaving  irra- 
tionally,  and  ftrangely  bent  upon  doing 
mifchief  to    themfelves   and    others,    as 
madmen  are  apt   to    be  5    or  having  no 
command  over  themfelves,  not  even  over 
the  members  of  their  own  bodies,    like 
epileptics ;  it  was  from  hence  concluded, 
that  the  patient  had  a  demon.     If  at  the 
fame  time,  the  patient  loft  his  fight,  his 
fpeech,  or  hearing,   when  there  was  no 
vifibie  defect  in  the  organs;  the  patient 
was  faid  to  have  a  demon  that  was  blind, 
dumb,  or  deaf. 
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To  the  account  here  given  of  the  de- 
moniacs of  the  New  Teftament,  as  be- 
ing either  maniacs  or  epileptics,  feveral 
objections  have  been  raifed,  which  it 
will  be  necefTary  for  us  to  examine. 

The  very  accurate  and  judicious  Dr. 
Lardner1  contends,  "  that  all  thole  faid 
**  to  have  evil  fpirits,  were  not  difcom- 
'♦  pofed  in  their  mind."  And  he  m  con- 
fiders  the  cafe  of  the  epileptic  youth* 
juft  now  explained,  as  a  proof  of  this  af- 
fertion.  But  it  hath  been  already  (hewn, 
that  the  fymptoms  of  his  diforder  which 
are  fo  particularly  recorded,  and  which 
are  exprefly  affigned  as  the  reafon  of  their 
fuppofing  him  to  be  poiTefTed,  are  an 
inconteftable  demonflration,  that  he  did 
not,  during  the  paroxyfms  of  his  diforder* 
enjoy  the  fober  ufe  of  his  reafon. 

In  will  be  necefTary  to  take  notice  of 
the  other  inflances  which  Dr.  Lardner 

1  Cafe  of  the  Demoniacs,  p,  98.  Compare  p.  23* 

hath 


of  the  New  Tejlamcnf-.  i\\ 

hath  produced  with  the  fame  view*.  One 
is,  the  man  in  the  fynagogue,  with  (or, 
in)  an  unclean  fpirit n.  Waving  the  argu- 
ment drawn  from  thefeexprelhons above0; 
I  will  only  obferve,  that  this  perfon  had 
the  epilepfy  cr  falling  ficknefs p,  as  the 
learned  writer  himfelf  allows q.  His 
cafe  therefore  hath,  in  effect,  been  con- 
fidered  already. 

Beiides  thofe  already  mentioned,  there 
are  twoirtftartces  appealed  to  by  Dr<  Lard- 
ner,  which  deferve  a  more  particular4 
confideration  :  the  dumb  many  a  demoniac, 
(or  the  dumb  demoniac,)  mentioned  by 
St.  Mathew r,  and  the  demoniac  blind 
and  dumb  defcribed  both   by  this  evan- 

*/• 57; 

Ev  vrvtvpotli  dxotQxflu,  Mark  i.  23,  26.     Luke 
deTcribes   hitti    as    (ep^wi/  wuvfAoc.  $otiy.oviH  ctx.xQctplv) 
having  the  fpirit  of  an  unclean  de?non,    ch.  iv.  33. 
0   P.  100. 

This  appears    from    his    being  thrown  down, 
(Luke  iv.  35.)    and  torn  and  convulfed,  Mark  i.  264 

.    AvQgicn-Qv  yMtpev  foupovi^ofrwoV}  Mat.  ix.  32. 

*  gelift 
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gelift  f,  and  by  St.  Lukef.  We  have 
before  fhewn,  that  to  be  a  demoniac,  de- 
notes in  the  New  Teilament,  as  in  all 
other  ancient  authors,  a  pojjejfed  madman* 
or  rather  a  peffon  afflicted  with  fuch 
kind  and  decree  of  madnefs  as  was  ori- 
ginaily  afcribed  to  pofTeffion.  Such 
therefore  each  of  thefe  demoniacs  mud 
have  been,  under  whatever  other  diforders- 
they  might  labour.  It  is  not  pretended, 
that  then*  other  diforders  were  inconfiftent 
with  what  was  called  poiTeffio'n)  they  were 
rather  considered  as  the  effect  of  it.  In  the 
ftrji 'cafe,  the  demoniac  or  madman  was 
dumb -y  and  his  dumbnefs  probably  arofe 
from  the  natural  turn  of  hisdifbrder,  which 

was  that  fpecies  of  madnefs,  called  me- 

■      - 

lancholy,  of  which,  taciturnity  or  dumb- 
nefs is  a  very  common  effect.  This 
fymptom,  the  ancients,  who  coniidered 
melancholy  as  the  effect  of  pofleffion, 
expreffed  by   faying,  the   patient  had  a 

f   Ch..  xiL  22-      r   Ch»  xi.  14. 

dumb- 
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thufib  fphit  ;  hereby  diftinguifhing  this 
dumbnefs  from  that  which  is  owing  to 
natural  caufes,  or  to  a  defect  in  the  or- 
gans of  fpeech  u.  Agreeably  hereto  we 
are  told,  that  when  the  demon  was  gone 
out  (or  the  madnefs  imputed  to  the  de- 
mon was  cured),  the  dumb  man  f pake*. 
When  the  prophetefs  Pythia  was  out  of 
her  fenfes,  and  opprelTed  with  too  ftrong 
an  infpiration,  (lie  was  faid  to  be  filled  with 
a  dumb  and  evil  fpiritr.  The  fecond  like- 
wife  was  a  cafe  of  melancholy ,  which  in 
the  opinion  of  the  ableft  judges,  Hippo- 
cates  and  Galen*,  may  produce  either 
apoplexies,  or  convulfions,  or  blihdnefsi  ac* 
cording  tatne  part  on  which  the  pituitous 
.humour  falls  ft      Thefe  cafes,  therefore, 

u   See  above,   p.  109,   no. 

9    Mat.  ix.   33. 

y  'Aa»Ab  >^  5c$&  zrvsvpctlo;.   Plutarch,  de  Orac. 
defeft.  p.  438 

z   Hippocrates    in  his  Aphorifms,    lib.  vi.    aph^ 
56,    and  Galen  in  his  obfervations  upon  it. 

Thef:  obfervations  may  ferve  to  explain   the 
cafe  of  the  epileptic  youth,  more  fully  than  we  did 

I  2  do 
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do  not  at  all  difagree  with  that  idea  of  3 
demoniac,  which  we  before  endeavoured 
to  eftablifh,  which  is  that  of  a  perfon 
under  an  alienation  of  mind,  or  diforder 
of  understanding,  proceeding,  or  origi- 
nally thought  to  proceed,  from  the  pof- 
feffion  of  demons. 

The  learned  writer  b  farther  appeals  to 
paralytical  cafes,  in  fupport  of  his  hypo- 
thecs. But  paralytics  are  never  fpoken 
of  in  the  Gofpel  as  demoniacs.  Nay, 
the  Gofpel  exprefly  diftinguiflies  palfies 
from  porTeffions c.  Dr.  Lardner d  like- 
wife  prerTes  into  the  fervice  two  paflages 

above,  p.  107,  108,109.  He  had*  a  fpirit  that  was 
not  only  dumb,  like  the  perfons  whofe  cafe  we  are 
confidering,  but  deafzUo.  With  regard  to  this  laft 
circumftance,  it  may  be  obferved,  that  if  the  pi- 
tuitous  humour  falling  upon  the  optic  nerves  occa- 
sions blindnefs,  as  the  moft  learned  phyficians  tell 
us  it  will  ;  the  fame  humour  falling  upon  the 
auditory  nerves  may  occafion  deafnefs. 

b  P.  98. 

c   Mat.  iv.  24,   cited  above,   p.  64. 

i  p.  58.  59. 

which 
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which  have  been  already  explained';  that 
which  fpeaks  of  a  woman  whom  Satan 
bound-,  and  that  which  defcribes  all  dif- 
eafed  perfons  as  opprejfed  by  the  devil. 
With  regard  to  both  thefe  paflages,  it  has 
been  (hewn,  that  a  diftinction  mould  be 
made  between  diforders  which  the  Jews 
confidered  as  iujiicled  by  evil  fpirits,  and 
fuch  as  they  afcribed  to  evil  {pints  p offer- 
ing mankind.  Difeafed  perfons  in  general 
were  thought  to  fufTer  under  the  power 
of  evil  fpirits ;  but  thofe  only  were 
thought  to  be  poflefTed,  whom  evil  fpirits 
entered  and  actuated,  occupying  the  feat 
of  the  human  foul,  and  performing  its 
various  functions.  If  pofTeffion  was  com- 
mon to  all  the  difeafed,  it  could  not  have 
been  employed,  in  the  manner  it  is  in  the 
NewTeftament,  to  diftinguim  one  fort  of 
difeafed  perfons  from  another. 

We  have  now  examined  all  Dr.  Lard- 
ner's  objections  to  the  account  we  have 

4  P.  74,  76. 

1 3  given 
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given  of  the  Gofpel  demoniacs.  And  if 
he  (who  was  fo  well  acquainted  with  the 
fubjeft)  did  not  think  it  liable  to  any 
other,  we  may  prefume  no  other  can  be 
raifed  againft.  it. 

I  fhall  clofe  this  fection  with  obferving, 

i.  That  what  hath  been  here  offered, 
confirms  what  was  before f  advanced  to 
prove,  that  demoniacs  laboured  under  real 
and  violent  diforders.  Such,  it  will  be 
allowed,  epilepfies  and  madnefs  are. 

2.  From  the  foregoing  account  of  the 
Gofpel  demoniacs,  it  alfo  appears,  upon 
what  grounds  pofTefiions  might  be  diftin- 
guifhed  from  difeafes  in  general,  and  from 
lunacies  in  Darticular. 

It  hath  been  fhewn  s,  that,  on  feveral 
occafions,  the  New  Teftament  includes 
poffeffions  under  the  general  terms,  Jick~ 
nejjes  and  difeafes-,  and  confequently  confi- 
dersthemasoneparticular  fpeciesof  them. 

f   Sea.  w. 

At 
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At  other  times,  it  dhlingnhhes  polTeffions 
from  difeafes  in  general,  in  conformity 
to  the  popular  language,  which  it  adopted 
on  this  fubjecl:,  for  reafons  that  will  be 
explained  hereafter h.  Tbofe  who  firft 
introduced  this  language  confidered  pof- 
feflions  as  diftincl:  from  every  kind  of 
difeafes  ;  for,  while  the  latter  implied 
Tome  diforderin  the  corporeal  fyftem,  the 
former,  in  their  opinion,  fuppofed  the 
corporeal  fyftem,  however  found  in  itfelf, 
to  be  actuated  and  over-ruled  by  a  fupe- 
rior  agent. 

But  to  fome  it  feems  ftrange,  that  pof- 
fefiions,  if  they  import  madnefs,  mould 
be  diftinguilhed  from  lunacies.  That  the 
New  Tefiament  doth  diftinguifh  between 
them,  I  readily  allow'';  and  it  is  not  with- 
out reafon,  that  a  learned  writer  k  blames 

b  See  below,  chap.  II.  feel:,  iii. 

i  Matt,  iv.  24. 

k  Dr.Warburton,  Serm.vol.  Iii.  p,  224,  225.  Some 
exprefiions  of  Dr.  Sykes,  againft  whom  the  bifhop's 
fermon  is  particularly  levelled,  feem  to  have  given 
occafion  to  the  cenfure  of  this  learned  writer. 

I  4  tbofe 
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thofe  who  confound  them  together.  But 
the  anti-demonift  is  under  no  necefllty  of 
doing  this.  In  order  to  understand  this 
matter,  it  is  neceflary  to  examine  the  fen- 
timents  of  antiquity  concerning  it;  for 
the  evangelifts  have  not  delivered  any  new 
fyflem  of  phyfics,  but  on  fuch  fubjefts 
followed  the  modes  of  fpeaking  then  in 
ufe.  Now  it  was  the  general  opinion  of 
antiquity,  that  fome  difeafes  are  owing  to 
the  influence  of  the  celeftial  bodies;  and 
that  the  paroxyfms  and  periods  of  others 
are  regulated  by  the  moon  in  particular1. 
This  was  the  cafe  more  efpecially  with 
refpect  to  epileptic  difeafes,  the  fits  of 
which,  it  was  affirmed,  constantly  return- 
ed every  new  and  full  moon.  Galen  fays, 
the  moon  governs  the  periods  of  epileptic 
$afesm  \    and  others  referred  the  difeafe 

1  Dr.  Mead's  Treatife  concerning  the  Influence 
qF  the  Sun  and  Moon  upon  human  Bodies,  and  the 
pifeafes  thereby  produced,  p.   i,  2. 

m  £)e  Piebus  criticis,  J.  iii.  cif^ed  by  Mead.*  p.  38, 
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entirely  to  this  planet n.  Hence  epileptics 
were,  by  the  Greeks  and  Latins,  called 
lunatics.  The  evangelift  Matthew,  there- 
fore, without  doubt,  by  lunatics  meaned 
epileptics0.  He  could  not  be  ignorant  of 
the  common  fignification  of  this  term  ; 
and  hath  himfelf  recorded  an  inflance  of 
its  application  to  an  epileptic  cafe  *.  Hence 
it  appears,  on  what  grounds  the  ancients 
in  general,  and  the  evangelifts  in  parti- 
cular, .diftinguimed  between  demoniacs 
and  lunatics ;  the  former  of  whom  we 
call  maniacs,  and  the  latter  epileptics. 
Thefe  two  diforders  are  attended  with 
very  different  fymptoms  ;  and  they 
were    formerly    by    fome    afcribed     to 

"  Aretaeus  de  diuturnis  Morbis,  1.  i.  cap.  4,  or 
Mead,  p.  46. 

Epileptics  were,  by  the  Greek  writers,  fometimes 
called  (r$XvtvixKo),  (Alexand.  TraJlian.  1.  i.  c.  25) 
and  in  the  hi/lories  of  the  Gofpel,  <re\nvia,ty[Ji,£voit 
(Matt,  xvii.  15)  and  by  feme  of  the  Latins  after- 
wards, lunatici,  (Apuleius  de  Virtutibus  Herbar.  c. 
9  &  65.)   Mead,   p.  38.   Seealfo  note  (p)  below. 

*  Mat.  xvii,  15. 

dif- 
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different  eaufes,  (one  to  the  inhabitation 
of  demons,  the  other  to  the  influence  of 
the  moon,)  from  which  they  borrowed 
their  rfcfpeftive  denominations.  It  is  ne- 
eeffary  to  add,  that  the  fame  perfon  was 
reputed  by  many  both  a  demoniac  and  a 
lunatic  :  a  demoniac,  becaufe  they  refer- 
red the  epilepfy  to  the  poil'efljon  of  de- 
mons ;  a  lunatic,  becaufe  the  fits  of  this 
diforder  were  thought  to  keep  lunar  pe- 
riods. If  fome  afferted  the  natural  influ- 
ence of  the  moon  upon  this  diforder  ; 
others  taught,  that  the  patients  were  more 
fubject  to  the  incurlions  of  demons  at  the 
changes  of  this  planet  than  at  any  other 
timep.  This,  perhaps, was  thought  to  be  the 

v  Apud  Matth.  iv.  24,  ubi  Grasce  eft  c-iXwia?oy.(- 
mg,  interpres  Arabs  (in  editions  Romana,  1619}  fi 
Latine  exponamus,  vertit,  ruentes  in  principiis  Iu- 
nationurn.  Maxime  vero  plenilunio  infeftantur. 
Nee  obfeura  eft  ratio  ;  quia  turn  plenius  cerebrum 
eft  humoribus  ;  unde  et  tunc  idonei  magis,  qui  a 
oaemone  vexentur.  Talis  epilepticus  ille  qui  a 
Matthzso,  xvii.  14.,  lunaticus  dicitur  :    Lucae  autem 

cafe 
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cnfe  of  the  youth  defcribed  in  the  Gofpel. 
His  father  reprelents  him  both  as  luna- 
tic and  fore  vexed  with  a  demon.  He  was 
what  fome  modern  pbyficiansq  call  epi- 
leptic madr.  He  was  not  confidered  as 
being  mad  or  vexed  with  a  demon  at  all 
times,    but  only  under  the  paroxyfms  of 

ix.  39.  demoniacus  vocatur.  Hanc  rem  fie  ex- 
preflit  Juvencus,  1.  iii. 

Nam  curfus  lunae  natum  mihi  daemonis  arte 
Torquet. 
Voflius  on  Idolatry,  1.  ii.  c.  19,  p.  203-  Stilling- 
fleet,  Orig.  Sacr,  p.  166.  See  alfo  Grotius  on 
Matt.  xvii.  15,  and  Mark  ix.  27,  and  the  citation 
from  Lucian  produced  above,  p.  81,  note  (').  Pricaeus, 
on  Matt.  W.  24,  in  the  5th  volume  of  the  Critici 
Sacri,  p.  8296,  hath  the  following  note  :  Bafil  de 
foeneratoribus  agens,  MniiixToi  oi-rta.\r-/\Toi\^  uqirtp  01 
rx;  £7riA?]4/*'a»  ttoivvtss  ^aifxovs^  x<x,t<x  raj  zrtpiodxg  t«j 
CiX%vt<;  to??  "snw^oJV  £7rt0j^c£voi.  Ifiodorus  Orio-,  iv. 
7.  de  Epilepticis,  hos  vulgus  lunaticos  vocat,  quod 
per  hunc  curfum  comitetur  eos  infania  daemonum. 

1  Mead,  p.  46,  47. 

*  See   Mead,    p.  46.      This  learned  writer  ob- 
ferves  concerning  the  lunatics  of  the  Gofpel,  Ii  au- 
-tem  aut  infani  erant,  aut  infani  fimul  et  epileptici. 
Medica  Sacra,  p,  83;     See  above,  p.  90,  note  (3). 

his 
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his  epileptic  diforder,  which  returned  at  the 
changes  of  the  moon*.  Thefeobfervations 
ferve  to  account  for  the  language  of  the 
evangelifts,  both  when  they  diftinguith 
pofTeffions  from  lunacies,  and  when  they 
join  them  together  as  kindred  diforders. 
3.  It  may  be  obferved  further,  that  the 
reafon  which  induced  the  ancients  to 
afcribe  madnefs  and  epileptic  fits  to  pof- 
feflion,  rather  than  other  diforders,  could 
not  be  that  very  general  one  commonly 
affigned,  viz.  that,  in  the  earlierl:  ages, 
men  could  not  account  for  the  epilepfy, 
(for  example)  without  having  recourfe  to 
a  fupernatural  agency.  For,  without  hav- 
ing recourfe  to  that  agency,  they  could 

*  It  is  very  obfervable,  that  our  Saviour,  in  cur- 
ing this  young  man,  not  only  commanded  the  un- 
clean fpirit  to  come  out  of  him,  but  alfo  to  enter  no 
more  into  him.  His  afflicted  father  might  have  fear- 
ed, that  his  fon's  diforder,  though  it  now  fuddenly 
ceafed,  might  return  at  the  next  change  of  the  moon. 
Our  Saviour,  therefore,  in  his  great  goodnefs,  aflures 
him  it  fhould  return  no  more. 

not 


of  the  New  TeJIament,  12$ 

Hot  account  for  the  palfy,the  leprofy,  and 
other  diforders,  as  was  (hewn  above.  The 
true  reafon  therefore  muft  be  drawn  from 
the  peculiar  fymptoms  of  the  epilepfy, 
and  certain  kinds  of  madnefs,  which  were 
fuch  as  feemed  to  them  to  argue,  not  a 
tranfient  act  of  fome  evil  fpirit,  or  art 
effect  produced  in  the  human  body  all  at 
once  by  his  operation  upon  it ;  but  his 
entrance  inta  the  body ;  his  feizing  the 
mind,  thereby  preventing  the  regular  ufe 
of  the  rational  faculties,  and  fometimes  of 
the  corporeal  fenfes ;  and  his  caufing  the 
patient  to  fpeak  and  act  under  his  direction. 
Now,  thefe  fymptoms  do  not  at  all  agree 
with  other  diforders,  fuch  as  the  palfy, 
the  leprofy,  and  peftilence,  which,  never- 
thelefs,  were  afcribed  to  the  anger  of  the 
gods.  It  is  a  matter,  however,  of  lit- 
tle importance,  to  determine  precifely 
what  the  reafon  was  of  the  ancients 
afcribing  either  epileptic  or  maniacal  cafes, 
rather  than  other  diftempers,  to  demonia- 
cal 
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cal  poffeffion.  The  fact  itfelf,  with  which 
alone  we  are  concerned,  is  fufficiently 
eftablifhed  by  the  concurrent  teftimony 
.of  Pagans  and  Jews,  and  the  writers  of 
•the  New  Teftament.  I  will  only  add, 
that, 

4.  The  account  here  given  of  demoni- 
acs is  confirmed  by  the  ancient  Chriftian 
writers,  who  defcribe  demoniacs  as  per- 
fons  difordered  in  their  mind.  Celfus,  we 
have  feen,  plainly  fuppofes  that  Chriftian s 
underftood  them  to  be  fuch.  And  Juftin 
Martyr,  in  exprefs  terms,  fays,  M  that 
*c  thofe  who  are  fcized  and  thrown  down 
*?  by  the  fouls  of  the  deceafed,  are  fuch 
"  as  all  men  agree,  in  calling  demoniacs 
"  and  mad"  Eufebius  reprefents  Mon- 
tanus  as  felzed  with  pojfejjion  and  mad- 
nefs{ .    Indeed,    all  the  demoniacs  of  the 

{  Ecclef.  Kift.  3.  v.  c.  16.      The  following  paf- 
Tages  from  La&antius  (Divin,  Inftitut.  1.  iv.  c.  27? 
P-  345*    347 >    e°*  Dufre^oy)    fully    explain    the 
fentiments  of  the  ancient  Chriilians,  both  concern- 
ancient 


of  the  Neifr  ¥  eft  amen  t.  127 

ancient  Chriftians  were  mad,  melancholy, 
or  epileptic  perfons'. 

ing  the  demoniacs  in  their  times,  and  tbofe  who 
were  cured  by  Chrifr.  Nam  ficut  ipfe  [Ic.  Chrif- 
tus)  cum  inter  homines  ageret,  univcrfos  dsemones 
verbo  fugabat  ;  hominumque  mentes  emotas,  et  ma- 
lis  incuvfibas  furiatas,  in  fenfus  prijtinos  reponebat'. 
ita  nunc,  &c.  Eccealiquis  inftin&u  daemonis  per- 
citus,  dsmeniit,  cffertur*  znfamt.  Minucius  Felix 
alfo  (Oclavius,  c.  27)  gives  the  following  account 
of  thofe  actuated  by  demons  :  Hi  funt  et  furentes, 
quos  in  publicum  videtis  excurrere,  vates  et  ipk 
abfque  templo,  lie  infaniunt,  fie  bacchantur,  fie  ro- 
tantur. 

1  The  proofs  of  this  point,  in  that  m oft  learned 
and  penetrating  writer,  Mr.  Jofeph  Mede,  p.  30, 
muft  not  be  here  omitted,  though  they  are  alfo  to 
be  found  in  Wetftein,    vol.    i.     p    283.      Canon. 

jApoft.    79.    £XI>     Tif    §Ot,il*0VCt   £^,    Y.hypiY.OS  /A»3    <ymtrQ'j}° 

Balfamon  in  Can.  thus  explains  what  it  is  to  have  2 

demOll  :  0  £xitAOVl£o[J.£VC$ls-ipr,TXl  AoJ'jVuK  Xai  (JlixSiCcM?. 

He  afterwards  calls  the  demoniac  ^xivo^uvoy,  and 
diftin2;uifhes  y-xvixv  Ik  ^jaAfj^u-aTo?,  aut  $irtvsxwz. 
Vide  Chryfoftomi  Epift.  7rpo?  ^rxyafnoy  £xi{awu»tx„ 
Eum  omnino  affectum  videbis  prout  quos  ncs  ?ne- 
lancholicos  appellamus.  Videeundem  de  precibus  in 
ecclefia  pro  energumenis,  Homil.  4  &  5.  De  in- 
comprehenfibili  Dei  Natura,  verfus  finem,  inter 
fsrmones  ad  pop.  Antioch. 

SECT. 
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SECT.     VII. 

JPivOP.  VI I  »  Demoniacal  pqffefftons,  fwhe~ 
ther  they  arefuppofed  to  be  real  or  imagi- 
nary)^ and  the  diforders  imputed  to  them$ 
were  not  peculiar  to  the  country  ofJuded3 
and  the  time  ofChrift;  nor  doth  it  appear <> 
that  they  abounded  more  in  that  country^ 
or  at  that  time,  than  any  other* 

T  hath  been  confidently  averted,  that 
there  were  no  demoniacs,  or  not  fo 
many,  amongfi:  any  other  people  as  the 
Jews  3  nor  amongft  them  but  about  our 
Saviour's  time.  Hence  unbelievers  (un- 
happily prejudiced  againft  the  Gofpel  by 
fuch  mifreprefentations  of  it)  have  aiked, 
"  How  came  it  to  pafs,  that  the  devil  had 
"  more  power  over  the  wormippers  of  the 
48  true  God,  than  over  thofe  who  had  re- 
*'  nounced  their  allegiance  to  him  ?  And 
"  how  came  the  devil  to  exert  his  power 
"  at  the    appearance  of  his  judge   and 

"  avenger* 
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■'  avenger,  rather  than  at  any  other  time, 
?'  when  he  might  do  it  with  more  hopes 
"  of  impunity  ?  Or,  can  we  regard  Chrift 
"  as  the  Saviour  of  mankind,  if  he  gave 
"  the  devil  new  powers  to  deftroy  them  ?'' 

In  anfwering  thefe  objections,  Chriftiau 
writers,  inftead.  of  inquiring  into  the 
truth  of  the  fact,  have  chofen  rather  to 
take  it  for  granted,  and  fet  themfelves  to 
account  for  it. 

"  There  might  be  pofTeflions  in  former 
times,  fay  they,  though  there  are  none 
now.  A  greater  liberty  and  power  might 
be  allowed  the  evil  fpirit  in  the  age  of 
Chrift,  than  in  any  other,  on  account  of 
the  intimate  relation  that  demoniacal  poJJ'f- 
fions  have  to  the  doctrine  of  redemption ", 
and  for  other  weighty  reafons,  fuch  as  the 
glory  that  accrued  to  God,  and  the  testi- 
mony that  was  borne   to  Jefus  w,  when 

a  Biftiop  Warburton's  Serm.  vol.  iii.  p.  229. 

w  Id.  p.  217.  Dr.  Macknight's  Truth  of  the 
Gofpel  Hiflory,  p  169.  Stillingfleet,  Orig.  Sacr. 
p.  166.     This  laft  very  learned   writer  is  at  a  lofs 

K  Satan 
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Satan  was  caft  out  by  a  divine  power." 
On  this  laft  account,  onex  learned  writer 
affirms,  that  "  in  the  pofTeffion  of  the  bo- 
dies of  men,  he  feems  to  have  been,  in 
part,  forced  upon  the  employment." 
Never thelcfs,  according  to  the  fame  wri- 
ter, there  could  have  been  no  great  back- 
wardnefs  on  the  part  of  the  devil  to  tor- 
ment mankind  -,  for  he  fays,  "  It  would 
be  ftrange,  could  we  find  no  marks  of 
the  rage  of  his  expiring  tyranny  V* 

to  determine  whether  frequent  poffeffions,  at  and 
after  the  time  of  Chrifl,  were  owing  to  the  malice 
of  the  devil,  in  order  to  difparage  the  miracles  of 
our  Saviour,  or  to  the  providence  of  God,  in  order 
to  augment  his  glory, 

x  Warburton,  p.  220,  221. 

y  P.  217.  Dr.  Jortin  thought,  (as  Jenkins  alfo 
did)  that  Providence  fuffered  evil  fpirits  to  exert 
their  malignant  powers  fo  much  at  that  time,  to 
give  a  check  to  Sadduceifm  amongft  the  Jews,  and 
to  Epicurean  atheifm  amongft  the  Gentiles.  Re- 
marks on  Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory,  vol.i.  p.  14.  In  the 
2d  volume,  p.  17,  18,  he  fays,  that  Chrifl  cured 
poffeffed  perfons,  to  £hew  that  he  came  to  deftroy 
the  empire  of  Satan,  and  to  remove  all  fufpicion  of 
a  confederacy  with    evil   fpirits.      Semlerus  like- 

This 
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This  reafoning  fuppofes,  thntevil  fpirits 
have  the  natural  power  of  feizing  and 
tormenting  the  bodies  of  mankind,  (a 
point  more  eafily  aiTumed  than  proved), 
but  that  (malevolent  as  they  are)  they 
never  or  very  iVldom  exerted  it,  before 
the  coming  of  Chrift  j  either  becaufe 
they    were    immediately    reftrained    by 

wife,  (p.  a,  note  1)  admits  that  the  devil  might 
then  be  allowed  fome  unufual  power  :  Minime  tarn, 
multos  homines  fingulari  quadam  diaboli  ipfius 
operatione  male  habitos  fuifle. — Paucos  autem — <• 
forte  novo  atque  antea  inaudito  mali  vehementis 
genere  a  diabolo  vexatos  fuifle  j  ut  appareret,  ad- 
verfus  Sadducaeorum  errorem,  he.  See  alfo  p.  48* 
49.  The  Scripture  hath  given  no  intim  ationcf 
the  devil's  being  allowed  any  unufual  power  in 
the  age  of  the  Gofpel.  As  to  poffefllons,  to 
which  our  prefent  inquiry  relates,  they  are  always 
referred  to  demons  in  the  facred  writings.  And  it 
would  be  in  vain  to  attempt  merely  to  reduce  the 
number  of  demoniacs  ;  for  if  you  can  prove  the 
xeality  of  pofTeflion  in  one  inftance  from  the  language 
of  Scripture,  you  may  prove  it  in  all.  And  if  you 
can  account  for  the  Scripture-language  concerning 
pofTeffions  in  any  inftance,  without  allowing  their 
reality, you  may  account  for  them  in  every  inftance* 

K  2  God, 
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God,  or  wanted  inclination  to  do  mif- 
chief  to  mankind.  In  the  time  of  Chrift, 
however,  thefe  wicked  fpirits,  it  feems, 
forefaw,  that  they  were  going  to  be  de- 
prived of  a  power  they  had  fcarce  ever 
ufed  ;  and  being  fired  with  rage  and  re- 
fentment  againft  their  conqueror,  they 
began  to  exert  thofe  latent  faculties  they 
had  hitherto  ineffectually  pofTeffed.  They 
had,  indeed,  very  little  reafon  to  complain 
of  their  conqueror,  becaufe  it  was  upon 
his  account  that  they  enjoyed  a  favour 
that  had  hitherto  been  denied  them,  viz. 
the  temporary  liberty  of  ufing  their  native 
powers  ;  and  becaufe  that  (late  of  inaction 
to  which  they  were  afterwards  to  be  con- 
demned, was  no  new  punimment.  The 
devil,  however,  according  to  this  account, 
was  reduced  to  great  difficulties.  If,  on 
the  one  hand,  he  did  not  ufe  the  liberty 
he  now  enjoyed  of  doing  mifchief  to 
mankind,  how  could  he  affwage  his  ma- 
lice ?     If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  affuaged 

his 
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his  malice,  he  faw  he  mould  hereby  only 
contribute  to  the  triumphs  of  Chriit. 
The  firfr.  confideration  urges  him  to  ac- 
tion y  the  fecond  retrains  him  from  it. 
In  this  perplexity,  though  doing  much 
mifchief  he  fo  natural  to  him,  he  did  but 
little ;  till  God  (I  fpeak  it  with  horror) 
prompted  him  to  do  more,  my  forced  \\\m. 
upon  the  wicked  employment;  and  did 
it  for  the  fake  of  fhewing,  that  he  could 
expel  the  devil  from  thofe  bodies  Which 
he  himfelf  had  compelled  him  to  enter. 
Such  is  the  reafoning  (if  I  rightly  under- 
ftand  it)  employed  by  the  ableft  advocates 
of  demoniacal  pofleflions,  to  account  for 
them  in  the  age  of  the  Gofpel,  while 
they  deny  either  their  exiftence,  or  their 
equal  frequency,  at  all  other  times. 

If  this  reafoning  did  not  expofe  itfelf 
only  by  being  ftated,  it  would  neverthe- 
lefs  be  quite  needlefs  to  examine  its  force; 
becaufe  the  fact  for  which  it  would  ac- 
count, viz.  God's  permitting  or  forcing 
K  3  the 
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the  devil  to  take  poffemon  of  men's  bo- 
dies in  the  time  of  Chrift,  and  at  no  other, 
hath  no  foundation  to  fupport  it.  All 
the  arguments  therefore  brought  to  (hew, 
that  it  became  God  to  grant  the  devil  a 
"  greater  licence  at  this  juncture,  than  at 
any  time  before  or  fince,"  impeach  the 
wifdom  of  the  Divine  Being;  and,  did 
they  prove  any  thing,  would  prove,  that 
God  ought  to  have  done,  what,  neverthe- 
lefs,  he  did  not  do. 

Many  ages  before  the  birth  of  Chri-ft, 
and  in  other  countries  befides  Judea,  men 
afcribed  their  difeafes  in  general  to  fpi- 
rits\  With  refped  to  demoniacs  in  par^ 
ticular,  we  meet  with  them,  as  we  have 
feena,  in  writers  of  great  antiquity,  par- 
ticularly in  iEfchylus,  Sophocles,  Euripi- 
des, as  well  as  in  later  dramatic  poets  ; 
nor  are  they  mentioned  in  a. manner  that 
would  lead  us  to  fuppofe  they  were  not 

z  See  above,  p.  69,  note  (r)  ;  and  Homer's 
Qdyff.  v.  396. 

«  P.  »3' 78,  87. 

as 
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as  common  as  madmen  and  epileptics  are 
amongft  us.  Thefe  dramatic  writers,  it 
mould  be  remembered,  give  us  the  trued 
reprefentation  of  life  and  manners.  De- 
moniacs occur  alfo  in  their  hiftoriansb,  as 
well  as  where  we  might  mod  naturally 
expect  them,  in  the  writings  of  their  phy- 
ficians.  From  Hippocrates0  it  appears, 
that  it  was  a  very  common  thing  among 
his  cotemporaries,  to  afcribe  the  epilepfy 
and  different  fpecies  of  madnefs  to  the 
poffeffion  of  demons  and  heroes.  With 
refpect  to  their  philofophersd,  it  is  need- 
lefs  to  appeal  to  the  tefKmony  of  parti- 
cular perfons ;  for  demonology  compofed 
a  very  eminent  part  of  the  Pythagorean 
and  Platonic  philofophy%  which  prevail- 
ed greatly  after  as  well  as  before  the  time 

b  Herodotus,  cited  above,  p.  88. 

c  De  Morbo  facro. 

d  Demoniacs  are  mentioned  in  Ariftotlc,  in  fuch 
a  manner  as  to  fliew,  that  though  he  denied,  others 
afferted  their  exigence.      See  below,  feci:,  ix. 

e  See  Plutarch,  De  Placit.  Phil.  lib.  v.  cap.  f. 
Cicero,  Be  Divinat.  lib.  i.  §  5,  6;  82,  87. 

K4  of 
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of  Chrift.  Lucian  wrote  his  Philopfeudes, 
on  purpofe  to  expofe  the  folly  of  the 
learned  phyficians,  and  the  moll  able  phi- 
lofophers,  the  heads  of  their  feveral  fe&s, 
for  their  abfurd  attachment  to  demonifm, 
polTemons,  and  magic  f.  Thefe  articles, 
at  that  time,  feem  to  have  compofed  the 
common  creed  of  all  men,  except  the  fol- 
lowers of  Democritus  s.  The  exprefs 
mention  made  of  demoniacs  (under  this 
very    name)    by  Lucian  h3,  by  Plutarch j, 

f  In  the  Philopfeudes  of  Lucian,  Cleodomus  the 
Peripatetic,  Dinomachus  the  Stoic,  and  Ion  the  Pla- 
■toniji,  do  all  plead  the  caufe  of  demonifm,  vol.  ii. 
p.  330,  &c.  ed.  Var.  Amftel.  1687.  Towards 
the  clofe  of  the  dialogue,  p.  346,  a  Pythagorean 
is  introduced  to  give  his  fanclion  to  the  fame 
doclrine.  So  that  pofleilions,  exorcifms,  and 
magic  compofed  the  creed  of  the  philofophers  of 
different  feels,  as  well  as  of  the  common  people, 
in  the  time  of  Lucian. 

g  Lucian,  ubi  fupra,  p.  349 

h  He  fpeaks  of  thofe  who  delivered  demoniacs  from 
their  terrors,  ts?  $oiifAovwvloig  aVa^/iarWt  tuv  osipx- 
ruv,  Philopfeud.  p.  337.    See  above  p.  23. 

1  Plutarch  fays,  (Sympof,  1,  vii.  c.  5.)  The  magicians 

and 
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and  by  Apolloniusk,  bears  ample  teftimo- 
ny  to  the  common  perfuafion  concerning 
the  exigence  of  fuch  perfons  in  their 
times.  The  eftablifhed  theology  of  the 
heathen  world,  from  its  firft  rife  to  its 
final  overthrow,  refted  upon  the  bafis  of 
demonifm.  Scarce  was  there  a  fingle 
oracle  delivered  but  by  a  perfon  faid  to  be 
pofTelTed. 

With  regard   to   the   Jews,   Jofephus 

tells    us,    that    the    method    of   exor- 

cifm  prefcribed   by  Solomon  prevailed  or 

fucceeded  greatly  among  them  down  to  his 

own  time1.    Indeed,  the  very  exigence  of 

commanded  the  demoniacs  to  read  over  and  pronounce  the 
Ephejian  letters.  He  ufes  the  very  word  Sxipovi^opi- 
W,  which  is  commonly  ufed  in  the  New  Teftament. 
k  In  Philoftratus's  Life  of  Apollonius,  mention 
is  made  of  a  young  man  who  had  been  a  demoniac 
two  years,  docipovav  £1  $w  'Ity\,  lib.  iii.  cap.  38.  p. 
128,  ed.  Olear.  Concerning  another  youth,  it  is 
faid,  0  $t*i[Auv  iXuvvn  <T£.  And  Apollonius  under- 
took to  caft  out  demons,  lib.  iv.  cap.  20,  p.  157. 
Ka»  «UT»1   ^X?1  v'ov  ^"af    7IP,~V  "'  ■9,ff«T£i/«  7rXu?ov 

i<%vii,  Antiq.  lib.  viii.  cap.  2.  §  5.    In  fpeaking  of 

ex~ 
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exorcijls™,  both  before  and  after  the  time 
of  Chrrft,  and  the  general  prevalence  of 
magic  artsn  arnongfl:  this  people,  as  well  as 
amongft  the  Gentiles,  are  a  full  proof  that 
a  belief  of  frequent  pofTeffions  was  com- 

Saul, (Antiq. lib. vi. cap.  8.  §2.)  he  Cays, demons  came, 
fcpan  him,  TPtgr/igXiTo  -<ssx^n  twx  kx)  Sxipovix,  and 
that  when,  the  demons  came  upon  him,  and  dijiurbed 
him,  (q7tgt'  ecu  avTw  •srpotnoj,  rx  Suipavia  v.x\  Tapa-rlot,) 
——David  was  his  only  phyjician  againji  the  dijlurbance 
he  Juffered  from  them,  and  brought -him  to  his  right 
mind  again,  tt^qs  tw  xtto  twd  Sxipovuv  rxax^v, — ^ovoq 
taraog  nv—xal  zroiuv  lavrz  ywis§ai  ray  ZauAcw.  In  cap. 
I*.  §  2,  he  makes  Jonathan  fay  to  his  father,  that 
■'■zvhen  an  evil  fpirit  and  demons  fe'ized  him,  David caji 
'tffcem  out,  (ej-ISaAsu.)  In  his  JewifhWar,  lib.  vii.cap. 
6.  §  3.  he  fays,  the  plant  baaras  drives  away  (s^Aau- 
m\) demons.  Elfewhere(Ant..lib.viii.  cap.  2.  §  5.)^ 
Jpeaks  of  a  demon's  going  out  (Ifyovli)  of  the  poffeiled 
perfon,  and  being  adjured  to  return  no  more*  This 
phrafeology  is  very  conformable  to  that  of  the  Gofpel. 

m  Mat.  xii.  -27.  Ads  xix.  13.  Jofeph.  Antiq, 
lib.vjii.  cap.  2,  §  5.  Juftin  Mart.  Dial,  cum  Tryph. 
p.  311.  Iren,  lib.  ii.  cap.  6.  §  2.  Origen.  cont. 
'Cclf.-lib.  i.  p.  17.  lib.  iv.  p.  183,  184. 

a  See Lightfoot,  vol.  ii.  p.  175.  Beza,  Whitby, 
"Grotius  on  A£b  xix.  23,  19,  and  Bifcoe's  Hiftory 
of  the  Ads,  p4  290, 

mon 
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mon  to  both.  The  fame  conclufion  may 
be  drawn  from  the  manner  in  which  fuch 
of  them  as  were  {hangers  to  the  doctrines 
of  Chriftianity,  addreifed  our  Saviour : 
Have  mercy  on  me>  faid  the  woman  of  Ca- 
naan, my  daughter  is  grievoujly  vexed  with 
a  demon0.  In  the  fame  ftyle,  a  Jew  im- 
plores his  compaffion  on  behalf  of  his  fon: 
Look  on  my  fon  ;  he  hath  a  fpirit,  and  is 
fore  vexed0.  It  was  hot  thofe  who  receiv- 
ed, but  thofe  who  rejected  the  doctrines 
of  Chrift,  that  reproached  him  and  his 
forerunner  with  having  ademon^.  So  that 
the  Scripture  itfelf  furnifhes  abundant 
evidence,  that  the  doctrine  of  poffeffions 
was  prior  to  the  Christian  sera.  Hence 
it  comes  to  pafs,  that  poffeffions  are  never 
mentioned  in  the  Gofpel  hiftory  with  any 
degree  of  furprize,  as  a  thing  new  or  ex* 

0  Matt.  xv.  21,   22.    Mark  vii.    24.     See  alfa 
A&s  xvi.  16,  18.   xix.  13. 

p  Matt.  xvii.15.  Mark  ix.  17.  Luke  ix.  39. 
•  *  Matt,  xi.  18.   John  vii.  48,  52. 

traor^ 
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traordinary,  but  altogether  as  a  matter 
to  which  they  had  been  accuftomed. 
Nor  did  the  enemies  of  Chrift  ever  re- 
proach him  with  introducing  demons-into 
judea,  merely  for  the  fake  of  difplaying 
his  power  over  them;  nor  on  this  account 
accufehimof  a&ing  in  concert  with  them, 
which,  neverthekfs,  it  would  have  been 
natural  for  them  to  do,  had  poiTeffions 
never  been  heard  of  till  the  time  of  Chrift, 
and  then  only  in  Judea. 

That  the  fame  notions  concerning 
them,  which  prevailed  in  Judea,  in  the 
age  of  the  Gofpel,  were  current  in  the 
fucceeding  as  well  as  in  the  preceding 
ages,  and  in  other  countries,  is  evident, 
not  only  from  the  authorities  already 
cited,  but  alfo  from  the  writings  of  the 
Chriitian  fathers,  (to  fay  nothing  of  thofe 
of  the  latter  Platonifts).  It  would  be 
endlefs  to  produce  all  the  pafTages  from 
the  fathers,  in  which  poiTeffions  are  either 
afierted  or  referred  to.     There  is  no  fub- 

je& 
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jccft  fo  familiar  to  them  as  this  ;  there  is 
nothing  they  boaft  of  fo  much  as  the 
power  of  the  meanefr.  Chriflian  to  eject 
demons  from  the  bodies  of  men11.  In 
the  hiftory  of  the  church,  there  is  more 
frequent  mention  made  of  poiTefiions, 
than  in  any  other  annals'.  So  little  truth 
is  there  in  the  affertion,  that  we  never 
hear  of  them  but  in  the  time  of  Chrift. 
Surely,  no  men  forget  themfelves  more 
than  thofe  do,  who  fometimes  would  per- 
fuade  us,  that  the  devil's  tyranny  expired 
(as  well  as  revived)  at  the  coming  of 
Chrift ;  and,  at  other  times,  maintain 
the  credit  of  thofe  writers,  who,  in  every 
fucceeding   age,    reprefent    the  devil  as 

q  See  Whitby's  General  Preface,  p.  26—32.  and 
Stillingfleet's  Orig.  Sacr.  p.  166.  Ode  de  Angelis, 
p.  649 — 656,  and  p.  867,  868. 

r  Mede,  p.  30,  obferves,  that  the  energumeni  are 
often  mentioned  in  the  church  liturgies,  in  the 
ancient  canons,  and  in  other  ecclefiaftical  writings, 
many  ages  after  our  Saviour's  being  on  earth  ;  and 
that  not  as  any  rare  and  unaccuftomed  thing,  but  as 
ordinary  and  ufual.  This  is  a  fact  fo  well  known, 
that  none,  I  prefume,  will  controvert  it. 
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being  every  day  difpoflefTed  by  Chrif« 
tians. 

SECT.     VIII. 

Prop.  VIII.  The  demoniacs  of  the  New 
Teftament  are  not  different  from  thofe 
mentioned  in  other  ancient  authors  -,  and 
a  like  judgment  is  to  be  formed  of  both. 

HpHAT  the  demoniacs  of  the  Gofpel 
are  the  fame  fort  of  perfons  with 
thofe  mentioned  by  other  ancient  writers, 
appears  from  the  fymptoms  of  their  dif- 
orders,  which  are  in  both  the  famef. 
Some  of  the  New  Teftament  demoniacs 
are  melancholy,  and  frequent  folitary 
places  -,  others  are  outrageous,  and  not 
to  be  kept  within  bounds.  Their  under- 
flandings  are  difturbed,  and  yet,  in  fomc 

f  The  circumflances  uiually  alledged  to  prove, 
that  there  was  fomething  preternatural  in  the  cafe 
of  the  New  Teftament  demoniacs,  will  be  ex- 
plained in  the  fecond  chapter. 

cafes, 


of  the  New  Tcft anient.  143 

cafes,  they  fpeak  and  act  as  if  they  were 
in  their  fenfes.  Some  of  them  are  fubject 
to  fits  (during  which  their  reafon  is  loft) 
and  to  convulfive  agitations ;  and  they 
act  altogether  as  perfons  who  have  no 
command  over  themfelves.  Their  ima- 
gination being  difordered,  they  believe 
themfelves  to  be  pofTeffed,  (agreeably  to 
the  opinions  concerning  demons  then  en- 
tertained) and  their  fpeech  and  behaviour 
correfpond  to  thefe  apprehenfions.  In  a 
word,  all  their  fymptoms  agree  with 
thofe  of  epileptics  and  maniacs,  who  fan- 
cied they  had  evil  fpirits  within  them. 
Now  fuch  as  thefe  are  the  demoniacs  we 
meet  with  amongft  the  ancient  Greeks 
and  Romans. 

The  language,  likewife,  in  which  de- 
moniacs in  the  New  Teftament  are  de- 
fcribed,  is  the  very  fame  with  that  ufed 
in  defcribing  thofe  in  other  writings. 
When  they  are  firft  feized  with  the  fore- 
mentioned  fymptoms,  a  demon  or  demons. 

are 
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are  faid  to  enter  them.  During  the  con- 
tinuance of  thofe  fymptoms,  they  are 
confidered  as  actually  fojfejfed  by  demons. 
When  they  were  cured,  the  demon  or 
demons  were  faid  to  leave  them,  or  to  be 
expelled  from  them .  Now,  if  the  demo- 
niacs of  the  Gofpel,  and  thofe  in  other 
ancient  authors,  are  defcribed  in  the  fame 
terms,  and  have  the  fame  fymptoms,  why 
mould  not  a  like  judgment  be  formed  of 
both? 

Some,  however,  make  a  great  diftinc- 
tion  between  the  demoniacs  of  the  New 
Teftament  and  all  other  demoniacs,  call- 
ing the  former  real  demoniacs,  and  the 
latter  only  reputed  ones.  "  The  ancients," 
fays  the  bifhop  of  Gloucefter e,  "  often 
miftook  natural  diforders  for  demoniacal." 
He  contends,  that,  "  in  order  to  form  a 
"  right  judgment  of  the  Gofpel  demo- 
"  niacs,  believers  mould  firft  of  all  con- 
*'  fider  what  part  the  devil  bore  in  the  oeco~ 

*  P.  222. 

nomy 
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11  nomy  of  grace".  He  requires  us  to  take 
into  the  account  the  hiftory  of  tfo&faJi, 
"  (Thrift's  tempations  in  the  wildernefs, 
*'  and  the  great  end  of  his  miffion,  the 
"  redemption  of  mankind"."  He  blames 
thofe  "  who  reafon  upon  the  cafe  of* 
<(  the  demoniacs,  not  as  it  is  recorded 
"  by  the  evangelifts,  but  as  if  defcribed 

4C  only  in    a    treatife    of  medicine,- > 

«'  and  as  much  unconnected  with  our  holy 
"  religion,  as  it  was  with  the  various  fyf- 
"  (terns  of  paganifm.  Whereas  demonia-* 
"  cal  poiTerlions,"  he  adds,  "  have  an  in- 
"  timate  relation  to  the  doctrine  of  re- 
"  demption,  and  were  therefore  reafon- 
"  ably  to  be  expected  at  the  promulgation 
*«  of  the  Gofpel.  This  fets  the  matter," 
he  thinks,  "  on  quite  a  different  footing*." 

u  His  lordfhip's  very  words  are,  Now>  to  form  a 
light  judgment  of  the  matter  in  quc/lion,  believers 
jhould  firjl  of  all  confder,  what  part  the  devil 

BORE   IN    THE    OECONOMY   OF    GRACE.       Serm.   VoL 

iii.  p.  215. 

w  See  p.  215,  216,  217,  219,  220. 
8  P.  229. 
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In  thefe  pafTages,  his  lordfhip  fuppofes, 
1.  That  the  agency  of  demons  had  no 
kind  of  connection  with  any  of  the  fyf- 
tems  of  paganifm  ;  which  is  as  true  as  it 
would  be  to  affirm,  that  a  houfe  hath  no 
kind  of  connection  with  the  foundation 
on  which  it  is  raifed.  The  entire  fyftem 
of  paganifm  is  erected  upon  the  bafisof  de- 
monifm.  All  their  worfhip  was  more  im- 
mediately directed  to  demons  -,  and  from 
their  power  and  influence  every  bleffing 
was  expected.  2.  His  lordmip's  argu- 
ment farther  fuppofes,  that  the  doctrine 
of  demoniacal  poffeffions  bears  an  intimate 
relation  to  that  of  man's  redemption. 
But  may  not  man  be  redeemed  from  fin, 
and  mifery,  and  the  grave,  unlefs  the  fouls 
of  dead  men  are  allowed  to  enter  and  tor- 
ment the  bodies  of  the  living,  and  to  de- 
prive them  of  their  understandings  ?  His 
lordfhip,  indeed,  is  pleafed  to  take  it  for 
granted,  that  demons  are  fallen  angels  -, 
and  that  the  devil,  their  head,  bore  apart 

in 
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in  the  oeconomy  of  grace.  Whatever 
part  the  devil  may  bear  in  his  ldrdfhip's 
fyftem,  Christians  will  atlign  the  oecono- 
my of  grace  a  divine  origin  3  they  will, 
with  all  poffible  gratitude,  afcribe  it 
wholly  to  God,  whofe  wifdom  alone 
planned  it,  and  whofe  omnipotent  good- 
nefs  carried  it  into  execution.  Whatever 
opinion  we  form  concerning  the  malig- 
nant  influence  of  fallen  angels  upon  the 
morals  and  happinefs  of  mankind,  it  hath 
no  relation  at  all  to  the  prefent  quefiiort, 
which  concerns  only  the  agency  of  a  dif- 
ferent order  of  beings,  that  of  human 
fpirits.  His  lordmip's  principle  failing 
him,  the  conclufion  he  draws  from  it* 
*'  that  we  are  not  to  reafon  concerning 
the  Gofpel  demoniacs,  as  we  do  concern* 
ing  thofe  defcribed  in  treatifes  of  me- 
dicine," muft  fall  to  the  ground. 

Accordingly  we  find,   that  the  New 

Teftament  doth  not  iuppofe  a  difference 

between    the  demoniacs    in   the  as;e  of 

L  2  Chrift 
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Chrift  and  other  demoniacs  ;   much  lefs 
doth  it  point  out  any  clear  marks  of  dis- 
tinction between  them.     Such  marks  of 
diftinction,  however,  the  Gofpel   ought 
to  have  pointed  out,    if  there   be  indeed 
any  real  difference   between    the  demo- 
niacs  there  defcribed,    and   all   others  j 
efpecially  if  it  be  true,  (as  we  are  told  it 
is)  that  the  ajicients  often  mijiook  natural 
diforders  for  demoniacal.     How  comes   it 
to  pais,  that  neither  our  Saviour,  nor  the 
apoftles,    took   care    to   guard  mankind 
againft  falling  into  an  error,  on  a  Subject, 
which,  according  to  the  bifhop  of  Glou- 
cester, bears  an  intimate  relation  to  the 
doctrine    of  redemption  ?     Our  modern 
writers  upon  demonologyhave  laid  down 
rules7  for   diftinguifhing  true  from  pre- 
tended poffeffions,  fuch  as  fpeaking  in  un- 
known tongues,  revealing  fecrets,  and  fore- 
telling future    events.     But  neither  are 

y  See  Cudworth's  Intell.  Syft.  p,  704,  705, 
and  Jortin's  Rem.  on  Ecclef,  Hift.  vol.  i.  p. 
19.      According    to    Plato,    (if  we    may  rely  or* 

thefe 


of  the  New  Teftament.  1 49 

thefe    rules,    nor    thofe   of  his  lordfhip, 
given  us  in  the  Gofpel  ;  and  we  are  left 
(with  much   wifdom,    I  apprehend)     to 
judge  of  pofTeflions  as  we  do  of  all  the 
other  diforders  relieved  by  Chrift,  by  the 
nature  of  the  cafe  itfelf.     You  might  as 
reafonably   affirm,    that   the    lame,    the 
blind,  the  deaf,  the  dumb,  or  the  perfons 
afflicted  with  fevers,  palfies,  and  lepro- 
fies,  who  were  cured  by  Chrift,  were  dif- 
ferent from   thofe    labouring    under  the 
fame  bodily  defects  or  diforders,  in  other 
countries,   and  in   other  ages,   as  affirm 
this  concerning  demoniacs.  And  thus  you 
would  deftroy  the  evidence  of  the  Gofpel 
arifing  from  Chrift's  miraculous  cures. 

Now,  if  the  demoniacs  of  the  New 
Teftament  are  the  fame  fort  of  perfons 
with  thofe  mentioned  in  other  writings, 
(as  they  certainly  were,  if  we  are  to  judge 

Clemens  Alexandrinus,  Strom,  i.  405,  Oxon. 
ed.)  it  was  not  the  infpired  or  pofleiTed  perfon 
himfelf,  but  the  demon  in  him,  who  fpake  by  his" 
voice.  Id.  p.  17. 

L3  of 
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of  both  by  the  fymptoms  of  their  difar* 
ders,  and  the  language  in  which  they  are 
defcribed),  why.  mould  thefe  diforders  be 
afcribed  to  different  caufes  ?  We  have  no 
reafon  to  believe,  that  the  human  fyftem 
js  not,  in  all  countries,  and  at  all  times, 
equally  governed  by  the  fame  laws.  Why 
then  mould  we  afcribe  the  fame  effects 
(viz.  maniacal  ana1  epileptic  diforders)  to 
a  fupernatural  caufe  in  Judea,  in  the  time 
of  Chrift,  and  to  a  natural  caufe  in  all 
other  places,  and  even  in  Judea,  at  all 
other  times  ?  The  agen.y  of  demons 
fhould  be  admitted  in  both  cafes,  or  in 
neither. 

SECT.     IX. 
Prop.  IX.    'There  is   no  fufficient  evidence 
from  reason  for  the  reality  of  demonia- 
cal pojfejjionsy    nay„  reafon  Jlrongly  re- 
monft rates  againfi  it, 

TT   hath    never  yet   been  proved  from 

reafon,  that    the   fpirits   of  dead  men 

Jiave   power    to   enter  and   torment  the 

living.; 
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living  j   to  govern  their  bodily  organs  in 
as  perfect    a   manner  as  their  own  fouls 
can  do  ;   to  deprive  them  of  their  under- 
flandings,  and  to  render  them  blind,  deaf, 
and  dumb.     Reafon  fhews   us,  that  they 
have   no  fuch  power  z.      Nay,  the    advo- 
cates of  poffeflions  do  now  admit,  that  it 
is  highly  abfurd  to  afcribe  this  power  to 
the  fpirits  of  dead  men.     On  this  account 
it   is,     that    they   labour    ftrenuouily    to 
prove,    that  by  demons  we  are  to  under- 
itand  fallen  angels.     The  light  of  nature, 
however,  difcovers   not  the  exigence  of 
fallen  angels,  much  lefs   doth  it  furniili 
certain  evidence  of  their   power  to  take 
poffeffion  of  mankind  in  the  manner  ex- 
plained above.     Nor  are  angels  concern- 
ed in  theprefent  queftion  ;  or  any  fpirits, 
except  thofe  which  once  dwelt  in  flem 
and  blood,    as  we   have  fliewn  already. 
And  if  what  has  been   urged  to  prove, 

I  Difiert.  on  Mir.  p.  161. 

L  4  that 
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that  the  pofTeiTmg  demons  had  once  been 
men,  be  juft  j  it  will,  I  apprehend,  be  al- 
lowed by  all,  that  there  never  was  a  real 
demoniac. 

It  may  be  farther  obferved,  that,  who- 
ever the  demons  of  the  ancients  were,  it 
hath  not  hitherto  been  proved  by  reafon, 
that  the  diforders  imputed  to  them  can- 
not proceed  from  natural  caufes.  You 
fay,  that,  by  the  fole  operation  of  thefe 
caufes,  you  cannot  account  for  the  epi- 
lepfy  and  madnefs.  What  then  ?  Will 
it  neceffarily  follow  from  hence,  that 
thefe  diforders  proceed  from  a  caufe  that 
is  fupernatural  ?  Are  you  perfectly  ac- 
quainted with  all  the  fecrets  of  nature,  or 
with  all  her  wonderful  operations  in  the 
human  fyftem  ?  Do  not  very  many  of  them 
efcape  the  moft  diligent  fearch  ?  Why 
then  do  men,  however  learned,  pronounce 
with  certainty,  that  epileptic  and  mania- 
cal diforders  do  not  fall  within  the  limits 
pf  nature  ?  We  are  fubjecl:  to  other  difor- 
ders 
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ders  in  the  common  courfe  of  nature,  or 
according  to  thofe  fixed  rules  by  which 
the  human  fyftem  is  governed  ;  why  then 
may  we  not  be  fubjecl:  to  thefezMo  in  the 
fame  manner  ?  If  we  cannot  affirm  with 
certainty,  that  they  do  proceed  from  na- 
tural caufes  -,  neither  can  you  prove,  that 
they  do  not.  There  is,  therefore,  no  evi- 
dence from  reafon,  for  the  reality  of  pof- 
feffions. 

Thofe  who  firft  invented  this  doctrine, 
were  men  unacquainted  with  nature,  and 
yet  ambitious  of  accounting  for  its  moft 
myfteriousphcenomena.  At  the  fame  time 
they  were  pofTeffed  with  an  high  opinion  of 
the  power  of  their  gods;  and  thus  they 
were  eafily  induced  to  afcribe  to  their  in- 
fluence diftempers  in  general,  and  thofe 
efpecially  which  they  could  not  account 
for  in  a  natural  way,  or  were  attended 
with  extraordinary  fymptoms.  Indeed, 
there  was  no  difeafe,  nor  any  event  what- 
ever, that,    according  to  the  Heathens, 

had 
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bad  not  originally  fome  ruling  deity. 
The  fymptoms  of  demoniacs  and  epilep- 
tics feemed  to  them  to  argue  the  imme- 
diate prefence  of  demons  in  the  human 
body,  actuating  all  its  organs,  and  occu- 
pying the  feat  of  the  human  foul.  But 
thefe  things  ferve  only  to  (hew  their  igno- 
rance, their  prefumption,  and  their  fu- 
perftition.  Whatever  is  agreeable  to  their 
inclinations  and  prejudices,  mankind  are, 
in  every  sgG}  too  much  difpofed  to  ad- 
mit without  proof.  And  errors,  (as  many 
have  obferved)  however  abfurd,  intro- 
duced in  times  of  grofs  darknefs,  af- 
terwards become  venerable  and  facred  , 
for  their  antiquity ;  and  by  the  fole 
force  of  education  and  habit,  maintain 
themfelves  againft  the  light  of  reafon, 
and  the  improvements  of  fcience.  Lu- 
cian  charges  even  the  philofophers  with 
great  credulity  -,  nor  doth  he  except  even 
thofe  whofe  learning  and  age  attracted 
the  higher!  veneration.    T/iey  differ,  fays 

he 
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he,  from  children  only  in  their  grey  hairs 
and  long  beards,  and  are  even  more  eafy  to  be 
deceived  than  they  \ 

On  the  other  hand,  thofe  perfons  whofe 
minds  were  not  difturbed  by  fuperftitious 
terrors,  and  who  gained  an  infight  into 
nature,  pronounced  what  commonly  pair- 
ed for  demoniacal  poflefiions,  to  be  mere 
natural  diforders.  This  was  the  cafe,  not 
only  with  the  Sadducees  and  the  Epicu- 
reans, but  alio  with  the  Peripatetics. 
Ariftotle,  who  was  the  founder  of  their 
feet,  and  whoisjuftly  ftyled  the  prince  of 
the  philofophers,  denied  the  exiftence  of 
demons b ;  and  maintained  %  that  what  is 
called  polTeffion  is  the  effect  of  melan- 
choly. The  divine  Hippocrates,  equally 
eminent   for   his    piety    and  judgment, 

a  Movm  tv)  ■sroAja,  xai  tw  zrwyuvi  Snxtpepovrsg  ru\f 
[3p£(pcov.  t«  Si  aAAa,  xat  avruv  ikhvwv  ivwywyorBpoi 
s?po$  to  •fytvdog.  Lucian's  Philopfeud  Oper.  vol.  ii. 
p.  342.  ed  Amftelodam. 

5  Metaphyf   lib.  xii.  &  iii.  de  anima. 
I  Jn  his  Problems, 
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wrote  a  book  to  (hew  d,  that  the  epilepfy 
had  nothing  in  it  fupernatural,  more  than 
any  other  diftemper ;  and  to  expofe  the 
Ignorance    and    impiety    of    thofe    who 
afcribed  it  to  the  immediate  agency  of 
the  gods,  and  accordingly  undertook  to 
cure  it  by  expiations  and  charms.     Cel- 
fus  %  when  treating  of  the  feveral  kinds 
of  madnefs,  takes  no  notice  of  demonia- 
cal poffeffion,  and  aicribes  them  to  diffe- 
rent caufes.    The   madnefs  of  Ajax  and 
Oreftes  is  by  him  imputed  to  falfe  images, 
and  not  to  the  gods,  as  it  is  by  the  poets. 
Plotinus f,  (who  flourifbed   in  the  third 
century)  though  a  Platonic  philofopher, 
fpeaks  of  thofe  who  pretended  to  cure 
difeafes  by  expelling  demons,  as  admired 
only  by  the  vulgar,  while   they  were   de- 

e  Utfi  'Inps  Ne<re,  p.  301.    ed.  Foefii,  Genevje, 
j&ey.       He  fays,  p,  303.   to  Jl  vova-rtfAct  tsto,  aVf'v  ti 
moi  JWsi  •otiOTfptK  thou  ruv  Xonruv,  aAAa    (pu<ni»    ph 
^%H->   ^v  xai  Ta  a^a  vx<r%[*oiToc,     See  alfo  p.  310. 
e  Lib.  iii.  cap,  18. 
f  Ennead.  II.  lib.  ix.  cap.  14, 

f     •  fpifed 
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fpifed  by  men  of  fenfe,  who  believed  that 
all  difeafes  proceed  from  natural  caufes% 
From  Origen  E,  in  the  fame  century,  we 
learn,  that  phyficians  in  his  time  ac- 
counted, in  a  natural  way,  for  thofe  dis- 
orders which  were  imputed  to  demons, 
though  he  himfelf,  a  lefs  proper  judge, 
condemned  them  for  fo  doing.  Philo* 
ftorgius  alfo  \  at  the  beginning  of  the 
fifth  century,  blames  Pofidonius  (whom 
he  celebrates  as  the  moft  eminent  phyfi- 
cian  of  his  age)  for  afferting,  that  mad- 
nefs  was  not  owing  to  the  impul/e  of  dem<ms% 
hut  to  a  redundancy  of  peccant  humours* 

%  In  Matth.  torn.  13.  vol.  i.  p.  311.  Huet,  vol,  ill* 
p,  577,  Bened.  cited  by  Dr.  Lardner,  Cafe  of  this 
Demoniacs,  p.  86. 

h  Ecclef,  Hift.  lib.  viii.  cap.  10.  Aiystv  $*  a.vro9 
o[au?  ax  opSwf,  oup^i  iat^ovuv  ETTtOtVft  tovs  avtipttirvvG 
«K£ax%£u£<r0at,  vypoov  $£  tu/oov  >caHop£Vjuias  tg  Tsa&os  !p- 
j>a£«<rOa».  Pofidonius  farther  taught,  f*>n$i  yaf.Hvat 
to  T&xpocTroLV  »5£U!/  dotifAOVuti}  a'cSpwTrwv  (Z>y<rw  tmipExi'sij- 
cotv.  Neque  enim  daemonum  vim  ullam  effe,  quae 
hominum  genus  vexaret.  Dr.  Lardner,  p.  $j7 
conjectures,  that  Pofidonius  was  a  Chriftian, 
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I  omit  many  great  authorities,  becaufe 
they  have  been  produced  by  others \ 
And  it  feems  not  improbable,  that  the 
reality  of  pofifeffions  was  doubted  by  many 
who,  through  too  much  caution,  never 
publicly  expreffed  their  doubts  ;  and 
that,  like  Dio  Chryfoftom k,  in  difcourfing 
of  demons,  they  rather  propofed  the 
fentiments  of  others  than  their  own. 
However  this  may  be,  it  is  known  to 
every  one,  that  fince  the  improvements  of 
fcience  in  later  times,  the  moft  able  and 
judicious  phyficians  have  confirmed  by 
their  fufFrages  the  opinion  of  the  moft 
learned  and  judicious  amongft  the  an- 
cients upon  the  fubject  before   us.    To 

1  The  learned  Wetftein,  in  his  Comment  on 
Matt.  iv.  24,  p.  282,  283,  hath  cited  feveral  emi* 
nent  phyficians,  who  difapproved  the  doctrine  of 
real  poffefTions,  whofe  teftimonies  are  here  omitted. 
See  alfo  his  citations  from  P.  Egineta  and  Sext. 
Empiricus,  p.  281. 

k  Orat.  23.  "07TW?  Je  %p»5  Sacipevicv  t*  woiwpov  yys?-* 
«r6«j,  xa»  aJ*xo»,  x«*  dvorirov,  xki^u  tnr$7u — *AA  tyu 
yvv  «  x«t«  tw  iu.oi.VTii  Aofav  §izik£yp.ot,\  roc  uroKKa. — 

4eAA«  XUT&  TW  TUV  -GTQhXUV  ttfOpttTTWl'. 

take 
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take  no  notice  of  Dr.  Friend  \  and  other 
ingenious  writers,  the  authority  alone  of 
our  illuftrious  countryman  Dr.  R.  Mead, 
mould  have  more  weight  with  us,  than 
the  opinion  of  multitudes  bred  up  in  ig- 
norance and  fuperftition.  This  cele- 
brated writer  hath  proved,  that  the  cir- 
cumftances  related  of  the  Gofpel  demo- 
niacs are  fymptoms  of  natural  diforders, 
and  do  not  exceed  the  power  of  phyfical 
caufesm. 

Waving  all  authority,  let  us  attend  to 
fuch  matters  of  fad:  as  are  obvious  even 
to  thofe  whofe  profeffion  does  not  oblige 
them  to  ftudy  the  animal  fyftem.  We 
have  feen,  that  the  reality  of  pofTeffions 
cannot  be  demonftrated  by  reafon,  be- 
caufe  the  diforders  imputed  to  them  may 
proceed  from  natural  caufes;  and  it  cannot 

1  Hiftory  of  Phyfic,  part  i.  p.  18—21. 

m  Infanorum  haec  funt  omnia.— -Nihil  profe£fco 
hie  facrum,  nihil,  quod  ex  male  afte£ia  corporis 
fanitate  oriri  non  poilxt,  reperimus.  Medica  Sacra, 
cap.  ix.  p.  66,  67.     See  alio  his  preface. 

be 
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be  proved  that  they  do  not.  I  now  add, 
that  reafon  remonftrates  againft  the  doc- 
trine of  pofTerTions,  and  clearly  (hews  us, 
that  the  diforders  imputed  to  them  actu- 
ally do  proceed  from  natural  caufes.  The 
temperament  of  the  body,  the  texture  of 
the  brain,  the  motion  of  the  blood,  the 
excefs  or  defect  of  the  animal  fpirits,  the 
influences  of  air  and  diet,  intenfenefs  of 
thought,  violent  paffions,  and  fudden 
frights,  will  difturb  or  deftroy  the  regu- 
lar exercife  of  the  underltanding.  It  is 
matter  of  common  obfervation,  that  what 
renders  the  fpirits  too  volatile,  caufes  the 
raving  fpecies  of  madnefs  $  and  what  de- 
preffes  them,  the  melancholy.  What  is 
here  obferved  concerning  maniacal,  is 
equally  true  with  refpedt  to  epileptical 
diftempers.  Various  conliderations  are 
urged  by  Hippocrates  n,  to  (hew  that  the 
epilepfy  may  be  accounted  for  without 
having  recourfe  to  any  extraordinary  in- 

J  De  Morbo  facro,  p.  303,  307,  308,  309,  310. 

ter- 
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terpofition  of  the  gods.  I  fliall  take  no- 
tice of  one,  both  becaufe  it  lies  level 
to  every  capacity,  and  becaufe  it  hath,  1 
believe,  been  omitted  by  the  feveral 
learned  writers  upon  poffefiions,  who 
have  appealed  to  the  authority  of  this 
moil  able  and  judicious  phyfician.  Goats, 
he  obferves,  are  remarkably  fubjecl  to  the 
epilepfy  ;  and,  on  differing  the  head,  the 
brain  is  found  to  be  overcharged  with  a 
rheum  of  a  very  bad  fmell ;  a  plain  proof 
he  adds,  that  the  animal  was  difeafed,  not 
pojjefed  by  a  deity  \  Novv5  if  maniacal 
and  epileptical  diftempers  owe  their  rife 
to  natural  caufes  j  and  (Co  far  as  reafon 
can  judge)  to  thefe  caufes  only  ;  it  is  not 
only  groundlefs,  but  abfurd,  to  afcribe 
them  to  a  fupernatural  influence. 

In    order  to  weaken  the  force  of  this 
argument,  it  hath   been   faid   by   fome, 

Q  *Hv  $kx.x6i\/Vii;  rv\v  xstyxXyv  ivgrttriis   row    lyxttpciXGV 

XiypoV  £o'vT«,  Xx)  IfywTOq  7T£pnzXEitiV,  K«t  XXHQV  O^QVlct, 
XCU    tV    T8T0     S'flXQVQTl     yVU<TV\,    OTl     *9C   0  S"£0J     TO     0"W^.« 

\v(aouvitou,  aXA  5i  vocroj.    p.  3Q7, 
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that  demons  mix  mith  the  morbid  mat- 
ter11; and  by  ethers,  that  an  evil  fpirit 
could  not  difturb  the  human  frame,  'with- 
out occafioning  Jbme  or  other  of  thefymp- 
toms  which  accompany  natural  difeafes q ; 
and  that,  in  order  to  prove  the  truth  of 
the  Gofpel  demonianifm,  we  need  only  to 
urge  the  teftimony  of  the  Gofpel r.  But 
this  reply,  inftead  of  weakening  our  ar- 
gument, is  a  plain  confefiion  of  its  force  j 
it  admits  that  demoniacs  are  difeafed ; 
that  the  fymptoms  of  demoniacal  difeafes 
are  the  fame  as  thofein  natural  ones;  and 
confequently  that,  as  far  as  we  can  judge 
by  the  light  of  reafon,  what  is  called  poiTef- 
fion  is  a  mere  natural  difeafe.  It  may  be 
objected,  that  what  is  here  allowed  by  the 
advocates  for  the  demoniac  fvftem,  is 
merely  that  pofTeflions  may  be  accompa- 
nied tvithfome  of  the  fymptoms  of  natural 

p  Nye  on  Natural  and  Revealed  Religion,  p.  213, 
*  Bp.  Warburton,  p.  235. 
f  P.  236. 
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tlifeafes.  I  anfwer,  that  no  other  fymp- 
toms  than  thefe  are  mentioned  concern- 
ing the  Gcfpel  demoniacs.  In  the  cafeof 
the  epileptic  youth,  (for  example)  though 
largely  defcribed,  what  one  fymptom  is 
there  that  doth  not  agree  with  the  falling- 
ficknefs f  ?  With  regard  to  the  tedimony 
of  the  Gofpel,  it  is  a  point  that  will  be 
examined  hereafter. 

As  the  feveral  diforders  imputed  to 
pofTeffion,  proceed  from  natural  caufes> 
like  other  diforders  allowed  not  to  be 
preternatural ;  fo,  like  thefe,  they  yield 

f  P.  iEgineta,  iii.  13*  de  Morbo  comitiali  : 
Morbus  comitialis  convulfio  eft  totius  corporis, 
cum  principaleum  adtionum  laefione.  Fit  hasc  af» 
fe&io  maxime  pueris— -poftea  vero  etiam  adolef- 
centibus  &  in  vigore  confiftentibus,  minime  autem 
adultis  &  fenibus. — Inftante  vero  jam  fymptomate, 
collapfio  ipfis  derepente  contingit,  &  convulfio,  & 
quandoque  nihil  fignificans  exclamatio.  Prascipuum 
vero  ipforum  fignum  eft  oris  fpuma,  quum  reliqua 
etiam  aliis  morbis  quodammodo  fint  communis. 
Wetftein  on  Mark  ix.  18.  See  the  fame  learned 
writer  on  Matt.  xvii.  15. 
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to  natural  remedies  \  and  each  of  them 
requires  a  peculiar  procefs.  The  an- 
cients u,   in   their    treatment  of  perfons 

1  With  regard  to  the  epilepfy,  fee  Hippocrates, 
p.  310. 

u  Ariftotle  de  Mirabil.  2,vvlsKt7  Je  hoc)  to~s  SocIiaq- 
vt  tjih  yivo{Atvoi<;  xxto^ok,  ocfAX  <yocp  tw  srpo<r()nvat  rou<; 
pictv,  thrifWiTXi  to  Jxipoviov.  Ariftotle,  or  whoever 
was  the  author  of  this  book,  is  fpeaking  of  a  ftone 
which  grows  in  the  river  Nile,  concerning  which  Plu- 
tarch fays  (DeFluviis,  p.  1159,  D.)  zxoieT  SI  vrfog  rsg 
da,i[AOVi?o[j.iVxgi  cc[aoc  yap  ugonQyvou  t«k  punv,  ocnip- 
%irou  to  dxtpoviov.  See  Jofeph.  Antiq.  lib.  viii. 
cap.  2.  §  5.  &  de  Bel.  Jud.  lib.  vii.  cap.  6.  §  3. 
Tobit,  chap.  vi.  and  viii.  Plaut.  Menjech.  Act  ii. 
fc.  2,  4,  5,  A&  v.  fc.  4.  Plin.  Nat.  Hift.  lib. 
xxv.  cap.  24.  lib.  xxvii.  cap.  83.  lib.  xxviii.  cap. 
16.  lib.  xxix.  cap„  4.  lib.  xxx.  cap.  10.  lib.  xxxvii. 
cap,  3,4.  Plotinus,  Ennead.  ii.  9,14. — Apuleius, 
de  Virtut.  Herbar.  10.  de  Artemifia,  fays,  fugat  & 
dasmonia. — And  in  xix.  6.  Si  infans  contrijlatus 
fuerit,  herba  Ariftolochia  fuffumigabis  infantem, 
hilarem  facit  &  convalefcit  infans,  fugato  daemon io. 

The  ancients  thought  that  pofleffions  might  be 
procured  as  well  as  removed  by  natural  means  : 
Ibi  in  potando  neceffarius  modus,  ne  lymphatos 
agat,  Plin.  Nat.  Hift.  lib.  xxxi.  cap.  5.  ThalafT- 
eglen  circa  Indum    amnem  inveniri  :— hac   pota 

fup- 
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fuppofed  to  be  poffeffed,  applied  a  great 
variety  of  medicines,  according  to  the 
different  fymptoms  of  the  patient.  And 
our  modernw  phyficians,  befides  medi- 
cines, recommend  bleeding,  bliftering, 
purging,  (having.  But  what  effect  can 
medicines  and  evacuations  have  upon  the 
devil,  who  is  conceived  to  be  fpiritual 
and  incorporeal  ?  Why  mould  it  be 
thought,  that  the  fame  evil  fpirit  is  ex- 
pelled from  the  body  of  one  perfon,  by 
medicines  that  would  not  affect  him  in 
the  body  of  another  ?  or  that  he  is  fome- 
times  driven  away  by  hellebore,  at  other 
times  drawn  off  by  a  blifter?  If  phyfi- 
cians are  able,  by  fuch  varions  means,  to 

lymphari  homines,  obfervantibus  miraculis.  The- 
angelida  in  Libano  Syriae,— qua  pota  magi  divi- 
nent.  Id.  lib.  xxiv.  cap.  102.  p.  352.  ed.  Harduin, 
Now,  is  it  not  more  likely,  that  certain  waters  and 
herbs  fhould  diforder  the  animal  iyftem,  than  that 
they  fhould  controul  the  devil  ? 

w  Shaw's    Practice   of  Phyfic,    vol.    i,    p.  26. 
Mead's  Medica  Sacra,  cap.  ix. 

M  3  eject 
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eject,  him  from  the  human  body,  the  de- 
vil is  fubject  to  man,  not  man  to  the 
devil.  What  abfurdities  will  not  fome 
perfons  run  into,  rather  than  allow,  what 
feems  felf-evident,  that  diforders  which 
both  proceed  from  natural  caufes,  and  are 
cured  or  relieved  by  natural  remedies,  are 
no  other  than  natural  diforders  ? 

All  the  arguments  from  reafon,  tlfe- 
where  y  urged  againft  any  fuperior  created 
fpirits  pofferling  the  power  of  working 
miracles,  or  producing  any  effect  in  our 
fyftem,  contrary  to  the  general  rules  by 
which  it  is  governed,  conclude  here.  But 
I  fhall  only  obferve,  that  in  every  part  of 
the  world  that  falls  under  our  obferva- 
tion,  we  fee  a  fixed  order  of  caufes  and  efi> 
feels,  fuch  as  is  not  diflurbed  by  any  in- 
visible beings  ;  and  the  prefervation  of 
this  order  feems  effential  to  the  happinefs 
of  the  creation.  May  we  not  from  hence 
conclude,  that  the  human  fyflem  in  parti- 

l  Diflert.  on  Mir.  paffim. 

cular 
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cular  is  governed  in  the  fame  manner, 
and  fubjecl  to  invariable  laws,  fuch  as 
none  but  God  can  controul*? 

Are  we  to  take  it  for  granted,  that  God 
will  fuffer  thefe  laws  to  be  controuled, 
merely  for  the  fake  of  fu  ejecting  the 
healths,  the  underflandings,  and  the  lives 
of  mankind,  even  thofe  of  the  tendered 
age2,  and  of  eminent  pietyb,  to  the  caprice 
and  malice  of  evil  fpirits  ?  This  is  a 
point  not  to  be  admitted  without  the 
ftrongeft  evidence ;  fo  repugnant  doth 
it  appear  to  all  our  ideas  of  the  equity, 
goodnefs,  and  mercy  of  the  gracious  Pa- 
rent of  mankind  c.    Now,  if  reafon  mews 

*  If  it  did  not  follow  from  hence,  that  there  ne- 
ver were  any  real  demoniacs  in  the  world,  yet  it 
would  follow,  that  they  are  as  common  now  as  they 
ever  were,  which  few,  if  any,  will  alTert. 

z  Mark  ix.  21. 

b  Luke  xiii.  16. 

c  It  has  been  faid,  that  the  difeafes  afcribed  to 
polTeflions  are  the  very  fame,  whether  they  proceed 
from  natural  caufes  or  the  agency  of  demons.  But 
if  malicious  demons    had   the    power  of  polTelTing 

M  4  "  US, 
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us,  that  there  is,  and  muft  be,  a  fixed  or- 
der of  caufes  and  effects  throughout  the 
whole  fyftem  of  nature;  and  (that  Doth 
the  generation  and  cure  of  the  difeafes  in 
queftion  are  the  effects  of  this  conftitu- 
tion  ;  then  reafon  doth  certainly  remon- 
ilrate  againft  afcribing  them  to  fuperna- 
tural  caufes ;  which  is  the  point  we  un- 
dertook to  prove. 

Nor  let  any  think  this  a  point  of  fmall 
importance.  Not  to  mention,  here  the 
many  other d  inconveniences  attending  the 
belief  of  our  being  in  the  power  of  any 
fuperior  malevolent  fpirits,  this  belief 
hath  a  direct  tendency  to  fubvert  the 
foundation  of  natural  piety,  and  to  beget 
idolatry  and  fuperftition  *.  Thefe,  we  are 
certain,  were  the  effects  which  this  belief 
produced  amongft  the  Heathens.  They 
endeavoured   (as  it  was  natural  for  them 

mankind,  we  fhould  foon  find  a  fatal  difference  in 
our  condition. 

'*  Diflert.  on  Mir»  chap.  Si,  fed;,  4. 
*  Id,  p.  100. 

to 
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to  do)  to  appeafe  the  anger  of  the  de- 
mons to  whom  they  attributed  their  dif- 
cafes  ;  and  to  them  they  applied  for  a 
curec.  The  Jews  themfelves,  when  they 
adopted  the  pagan  fyftem  of  demonology, 
offered  facrifices  to  Sammael,  to  prevent 
him  from  accufing  them  to  God  for  their 
fins f.  Endlefs  fuperftitions  hath  the 
doctrine  of  poiTeffions  generated  amongft 
Christians,  efpecially  in  the  darkeft  ages 
of  the  church.  Fafcination  and  witch- 
craft then  made  a  capital  article  of  reli- 
gion. According  to  the  account  given 
us  by  hiilorians,  "  nothing  was  to  be 
feen  but  priefts  driving  out  devils  from 
thole 'who  were  faid  to  be  pofTeiTed.  The 
courts  of  juftice,  compofed  of  magistrates 
who  ought  to  have  had  more  underfland- 

e  Morbos  turn  ad  iram  deorum  immortalium  re- 
lates efle,  et  ab  iifdem  opem  pofci  folitam.  Celfus, 
Prefat.  See  alfo  Hippocrates  de  Morbo  facro,  the 
introduction  j    and  Homer's  Ody/T.  lib.  v.  v.  394-—* 

397- 

Buxtorf  in  voc.  Sammael,  or  Diflert  on  Mir» 
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ing  than  the  vulgar,  were  employed  in 
trying  witches  and  forcerers,  who  were 
found  guilty  upon  the  pretended  evidence 
of  the  devils*." 

Is  this  a  hiflory  of  creatures  who  boaft 
of  being  rational  ?  Their  Maker  had  in- 
dued them  with  the  faculty  of  reafon  ; 
but  they  had  neglected  to  cultivate  it; 
they  were  taught  to  think  it  impious  to 
ufeit,  and  to  try  doctrines  by  it;  evident 
as  it  is,  that  there  is  no  other  principle  in 
our  frame  that  can  enable  us  to  diftin- 
guifh  between  truth  and  falfhood.  It 
can  be  no  matter  of  furprize  to  us,  that 

*  I  fhall  mention  one  inftance,  which  may  ferve 
as  a  fpecimen  of  the  reft.  Urban  Grandier,  the 
curate  and  canon  of  Loudun,  was  found  guilty  of 
exercifing  the  black  art  (for  which  he  was  burnt 
alive),  upon  the  evidence  of  the  following  devils: 
Aftaroth  (a  devil  of  the  order  of  the  feraphims,  and 
chief  of  the  poffeffing  devils)  ;  Eafas,  Celfus, 
Acaos,  Eudon,  Afmodeus  (of  the  order  of  the 
thrones)  ;  Alex,  Zabulon,  Nephtalim,  Cham, 
Uriel,  Achas  (of  the  order  of  the  principalities). 
See  the  General  Dictionary,  under  the  articles  Ur- 
ban Grandier  and  Louden, 

the 
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the  doctrine  of  poffeflions,  though  totally 
unfupported  by  reafon,  though  contrary 
to  the  cleared  principles  of  it,  contrary 
to  all  we  know  concerning  the  order  of 
nature,  and  the  perfections  of  its  author, 
to  the  certain  evidence  we  have,  that  the 
reputed  effects  of  fupernatural  poffefllon 
are  in  reality  the  effects  of  natural  caufes; 
it  cannot  be  matter  of  furprize  to  us,  that 
this  doctrine,  however  abfurd,  mould  be 
too  generally  received  by  men,  who  made 
no  more  ufe  of  their  reafon,  than  if  they 
had  none. 

Great  occafion  have  we  to  be  thankful  to 
God,  that,  in  proportion  to  the  degree  in 
which  men  cultivate  their  reafon,  ftudy 
nature,  the  animal  fyftem  in  particular, 
and  become  concerned  to  yield  afTent  only 
to  evidence,  and  to  affert  the  honour  of 
the  divine  adminiftration;  the  deftructive 
doctrine  we  are  oppofing  finks  into  con- 
tempt. The  light  of  the  Gofpel,  at  its 
firft  appearance,  expofed  the  folly  of  all 

the 
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the  magic  arts h.  And  fo  it  did  when  it 
fhone  forth  a  fecond  time  at  the  reforma- 
tion from  popery.  At  this  glorious  aera, 
reafon,  which  had  long  been  enflaved  by 
the  mod  debafing  fuperftitions,  recover- 
ed fome  degree  of  her  proper  influence, 
and  began  to  reject  the  idle  ftories  of 
witchcraft,  pofTeffions,  exorcifms,  which 
had  been  propagated  by  artful  and  inte- 
rested impoftors,  and  adopted  by  the 
credulous  part  of  mankind. 

It  is  needlefs  to  purfue  this  point  any 
farther,  inafmuch  as  the  ablefr.  advocates 
for  the  demoniac  fyftem,  from  a  convic- 
tion of  its  abfurdity,  contend  only  for  the 
reality  of  the  pofTeffions  which  are  taken 
notice  of  in  Scripture;  and  reft  their  be- 
lief of  thofe  pofTeffions  upon  the  authori- 
ty of  Scripture.  We  (hall  therefore  pro- 
ceed to  examine  the  fentiments  of  the  fa- 
cred  writers  on  this  fubject. 

h  A&s  xix.  18—20. 
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SECT.      X. 

Prop.  X.  The  doBrine  of  demoniacal  pof 
fejfions^  tnjiead  of  being  fupported  by  the 
fewiJJj  or  Chrijlian  reve/ation,  is  utterly 
fub  verted  by  both, 

'"FVHIS  is  a  point  of  the  greateft  import- 
ance, and  therefore  deferves  to  be 
fully  confidered.    Here  I  would  obferve, 

I.  That  whether  the  doctrine  of  pof- 
feffions  be  true  or  falfe,  it  was  not  origi- 
nally founded  on  revelation  ;  nor  did  it 
ever  receive  the  fanction  of  any  of  the 
prophets  either  of  the  Old  or  New  Tefta- 
ment. 

With  regard  to  the  prophets  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  they  ftand  clear  from  all 
fufpicion  of  countenancing  the  doctrine 
of  real  porTeffions.  It  is  not  pretended, 
that  they  ever  exprefly  taught  it.  In  all 
their  writings,  no  traces  of  it  are  to  be 
found,  no  mention  of  a  fingle  inftance  of 
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reputed  pofTeffion,  nor  any  allufion  to  if* 
For,  with  regard  to  Saul>  of  whom  we 
read,  that  an  evil  fpirit  from  the  Lord 
troubled  him  *>  it  is  fufficient  to  obferve, 
that  the  word  fpirit  is  often  applied  to  the 
temper  and  affections  of  the  human  mindk> 
and  that  the  Jews  were  wont  to  call  all 
kinds  of  melancholy  an  evil  fpirit l.  Saul's 
diforder,  therefore,  was  a  deep  melan- 
choly. This  appears,  not  only  from  the 
language  in  which  it  is  defcribed,  but  alfo 
from  the  hiftory  of  its  cure ;  for  it  was 
not  cured  by  prayer,  but  by  muficj  a  pro-^ 
per  method   of  exhilirating  the  animal 

1  i  Sam.  xvi.  14.  xviii.  10. 

k  See  Numb.  v.  14.  Pf.  li.  10.  If.  xxxvii.  7* 
36,  37.  Ezek.  xviii.  31.  Hofea  iv.  12.  v.  4,  Luke 
ix,  55.  Rom.viii.  15.  2  Tim.  i.  7.  In  Judg.  ix. 
23  an  evil  fpirit  denotes  a  fpirit  of  difcord.  In 
Hof.  xii.  1,  the  Septuagint  calls  the  falfhood  and 
treachery  of  the  Ifraelites  "syovYi^ov  7myft«,  a  wicked 
fpirit  or  difpofitim. 

1  Lightfoor,  Hor.  Heb.  in  Luc.  xiii.  11.  Mai^ 
monides  in  Sabbat,  ii.  5, 

fpirits, 
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fpirits,  though  not  of  expelling  demons. 
Some,  indeed,  have  inferred  from  the 
cafe  of  Eli fh a,  on  whom  the  hand  of  the 
Lord  came,  when  the  mitifir 'el played" ',  that 
muiic,  if  it  was  a  natural  means  of  invit- 
ing agWfpirit  into  men,  might  prove 
as  effectual  in  driving  out  a&z*/one.  But 
the  only  ufe  of  muiic  in  this  cafe  was  to 
compofe  the  fpirit  of  the  prophet,  which 
had  been  difturbed  by  anger,  and  thereby 
unfitted  to  receive  divine  influence  and 
infpiration. 

There  were  feveral  occalions,  on  which 
it  is  natural  to  fuppofe,  fome  mention  of 
the  doclrine  of  poffeffions  would  have 
been  made  in  the  Old  Teftament,  if  it 
had  been  revealed  to  the  ancient  pro- 
phets. On  this  fuppofition,  who  would 
not  expect,  in  the  hiftory  of  their  miracu- 
lous cures,  to  read  of  their  expelling  de- 
mons n  ?     So  likewife,  when  Mofes  pre- 

m  2  Kings  iii.  15. 

*  In  Deut.  xxviii.  God  threatens  to  punlfti  the 
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fcribed  the  means  of  being  purified  from 
the  defilement  of  natural  diforders,  is 
it  not  flrange,  that  he  appointed  no 
method  of  being  cleanfed  from  the 
defilement  even  of  a  diabolical  poffef- 
Jion  ?  The  pagan  religion  provided  many 
rites  of  purification  for  thofe  who  were 
pofTefTed  by  demons,  the  gods  of  that 
religion0.  Now,  if  Mofes  knew  thefe 
gods  to  be  the  devil  and  his  angels,  and 
that  they  pofTefTed  mankind,  would  it  not 
have  been  judged  necefTary  by  this  pro- 
phet, and  highly  defirable  by  the  Ifrael- 
ites,  that  Tome  rites  of  purification  fhould 
beappointed  for  thofe  who  were  inhabited 
by  fuch  impure  infernal  fpirits  ?     Is  not  a 

Ifraelites,  in  cafe  they  difobeyed  his  laws,  as  with 
other  evils,  (o  with  various  difeafes,  and  particular- 
ly with  madnefs*  (v.  28)  the  very  difeafe  ufually 
Imputed  to  the  pofTeffion  of  demons.  Neverthelefs, 
there  is  no  intimation  here  given  of  the  exiftence 
and  power  of  fuch  evil  fpirits,  much  as  it  would 
have  been  to  the  purpofe  of  A4ofes  to  have  made 
mention  of  them. 

0  See  Hippocrates  de  Morbo  Sacro. 
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diabolical  pofleflion  more  contaminating 
than  the  leprojy,  and  other  merely  corporeal 
dijbrders  f  Neverthelefs,  though  many- 
rites  and  Sacrifices  were  appointed,  in 
order  to  cleanfe  perfons  from  the  latter, 
not  the  leafl  notice  is  taken  of  the  former. 
It  is  more  extraordinary  (till,  that  the 
Old  Teftament  prophets,  though  they 
foretel  the  peculiar  glories  of  the  Mef- 
fiah,  defcribe  thofe  extraordinary  gifts  of 
the  fpirit  which  he  beftowed  upon  his 
followers,  and  the  miracles  which  he  bim- 
felf  performed  ;  though  they  fpecify  his 
other  Supernatural  cures,  his  giving  fight 
to  the  blind,  hearing  to  the  deaf,  fpeech 
to  the  dumb,  feet  to  the  lame,  and  health 
to  the  difeafed  p,  have  taken  no  notice  of 
what  is  fuppofed  to  be  one  of  the  chief 
glories  of  the  Mefliah,  and  more  extraor- 
dinary than  any  miraculous  cure  of  mere 
bodily  diforders,  his  ejecting  demons, 
and  enabling  his  followers  to  do  the  fame. 

p  If.  xxix.  18.  xxxv.  5,  6.  liii.  4. 
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The  proper  inference  from  hence  feerlts 
to  be*  that  what  is  called  the  ejection  of 
demons  is  the  cure  of  a  natural  diforder, 
and  is  included  in  ChrifVs  reftoring  the 
difeafed  to  health ;  efpecially  as  our  Sa- 
viour, when  applying  to  himfelf  the  pro- 
phecies concerning  his  miracles q,  doth  not 
fpecify  the  ejection  of  demons,  though, 
at  that  very  time,  he  cured  many  of  evil 
fpirhs*.  Accordingly,  we  find  in  fact,  that 
the  evangeliftsf  have  included  reputed 
poffeffions  under  thofe  natural  maladies, 
which  the  prophets  foretold  Chrift  fhould 
heal.  Were  there  any  thing  fupernatu- 
ral  in  what  is  called  p'offeffion,  would  the 
prophets  of  God  have  been  infpired  to 

1  Matt.  xi.  4,. 5. 

1  Luke  vii.  21. 

f  They  brought  unto  him  many  that  were  poffeffed 
■with  demons,  and  he  caji  out  the  fpirits  with  his  word, 
and  healed  all  that  were  fick  ;  that  it  might  be  ful- 
filled which  was  fyoken  by  Efaias. the  prophet,  (chap, 
liii.  4.)  Himfelf  took  our  infirmities,  and  bare  our  fick- 
nefifes,  Matt.  via.  16,  17.  See  above,  fe£h  iv.  p. 
64,  &c. 
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fofetel  the  Median's  cure  of  natural  dis- 
orders, and  not  of  thofe  which  were  fu* 
pernatural  ?  Be  this,  however,  as  it  will, 
it  muft  be  allowed,  that  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  is  ft/ent  on  the  fubject  of  poffeffions, 
and  cannot  be  employed  to  eftablifh  their 
reality. 

With  regard  to  the  prophets  of  the 
New  Teftament,  it  muft,  I  apprehend, 
likewife  be  allowed,  that  they  were  not 
the  original  authors  of  the  doctrine  of  pof- 
feffions. In  Chaldea,  in  Egypt,  in  Greece, 
and  all  other  countries,  the  doctrine  of 
demons  generally  prevailed  from  the  ear- 
liest ages :.     From  the  Gentiles,  it  was 

*  The  magi  amongft  the  Chaldeans  taught,  that 
the  air  was  full  of  fpe£tres,  ej\$»a»»  -5rA?ip»  tlvxi  toi* 
«£p«.  Diog«2fii  Laert.  Proem,  fegm.  7.  From  Dio- 
dorus  Siculus  (lib.  i.  p.  12.  ed.  Rhodomani),  it 
appears,  that  the  do&rine  of  demons  was  en- 
tertained in  Egypt.  Pythagoras  maintained,  that 
the  air  was  full  of  fouls,  and  that  thefe  were 
what  were  deemed  to  be  demons  and  heroes,  Eiuai 
vsxvloi  tci/  aipx  yv<%uv  '{[attXew'  xai  th'tk?,  dzifAovpis  rt 
not)  jjpwaj  vo[Ai?tarf)oti,      Diog.   Laert.    Pythag.  lib. 
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derived  to  the  Jews,  not  at  Babylon  only, 
but  in  every  other  place  of  their  difper- 
jion,  and  even  in  Judea  itfelf.  We  need 
no  other  proof  than  the  New  Teftamenf, 
that  the  dodtrine  of  demons,  and  (what 
was  grounded  upon  it)  that  of  demoniacal 
pofleffions,  were  common  both  amongfl 
Jews  and  Gentiles,  in  our  Saviour's  time ; 
as  was  thewn  above  t.  Indeed,  both  the 
language  and  fentiments  of  mankind  con- 
cerning pofleffions,  were  *  formed  long 
before  our  Saviour's  appearance  in  the 
world.  Nor  can  any  thing  argue  a  greater 
ignorance  of  antiquity,  than  to  treat  this 
doctrine  as  one  of  the  peculiar  difcoveries 
of  the  Gofpel  of  Chrift.     Whether  the 

viii.  §  31.  Thales  (Id.  lib.  i.  §.  27.)  Pythagoras 
(Id.  lib.  viii.  §  32-)  Heraclitus  (Id.  lib.  ix.  §  7.) 
Plato  and  the  Stoics  taught,  that  all  things  were  full 
of  demons,  (Plat.  Conviv.  p.  1194.  Plutarch  de 
Placit.  Philof.  lib.  i.  cap.  8.)  See  alfo  Varro 
apud  Auguft.  de  Civ.  Dei,  lib.  vii.  cap.  6. 

1  P,  139.     See  alfo  Matt.  xii.  27.  Adbxix.  13, 
if. 
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doctrine  be  true  or  falfe,  it  doth  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  originally  founded  on 
revelation.  We  may,  without  fear  of 
being  contradicted  by  the  records  of  anti- 
quity, pronounce  it  to  be  the  invention  of 
human  imagination.  Indeed,  at  firfl  fight, 
it  clearly  appears  to  be  the  genuine  off- 
fpring  of  pagan  fuperftition. 

Some,  however,  may  be  ready  to  object, 
that  though  the  doctrine  of  pofleffions 
was  not  firft  introduced  by  Chrift  or  his 
apoftles  ;  yet  that  it  received  the  fanction 
of  their  authority.   Tothofe  who  raife  this 
objection, we  are  not  backward  to  make  the 
following  conceffion,  "  That  our  Saviour 
in  performing,  and  the  evangelifts  in  re- 
cording, the  cure  of  demoniacs,  do  ufe 
thofe  modes  of  expreffion,  which  were 
common  in  the  age  and  country  in  which 
they  lived."     It  will  be  our  bufinefs, ,  in 
the  fequel u,  to  {hew,  that  they  did  not 
hereby  give  their  fanction  to  the  hypothe- 

;  Chap.  II.  fe<a.  ili. 
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iis  concerning  demons,  on  which  thofc 
modes  of  expreffion  were  originally  built. 
In  this  place,  I  would  only  obferve,  that 
when  they  are  profeffedly  ftating  and  ex- 
plaining the  Chriftian  revelation,  they 
never  affert  the  reality  of  demoniacal  pof- 
feffions,  or  reprefent  it  as  a  part  of  that 
doctrine  which  they  were  immediately 
inftructed  and  commiffioned  by  heaven  to 
publifh  and  confirm.  This  is  a  fact 
which  cannot  be  denied  5  nor  can  it  be 
accounted  for  on  any  other  fuppofition, 
than  that  the  doctrine  of  poffeffions  made 
no  part  of  that  revelation  which  they 
received  from  God.  This  doctrine  is  not 
only  unsupported  by  revelation,  but  con- 
tradicted by  it.     For, 

II,  It  is  inconfiftent  with  the  funda- 
mental principle  both  of  the  Jewifh  and 
Christian  difpenfations,  with  the  proper 
evidence  of  miracles  in  general,  and  with 
the  nature  of  that  miracle  in  particular, 
which  was  performed  upon  demoniacs. 

The 
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The  grand  principle  which  runs  through 
the  whole  Jewifh  difpenfation,  is1",  that 
Jehovah  is  the  one  true  God,  that  he  is 
ible  Creator  and  Sovereign  of  the  world, 
which  he  governs  by  fixed  and  invariable 
laws,  and  that  no  fuperior  beings  what- 
ever, befides  God,  are  able  to  controul 
thofe  laws,  or  that  courfe  and  order  of 
events,  which  he  eftablifhed.  Accord- 
ingly, the  Old  Teftament  refers  to  the 
immediate  and  miraculous  agency  of  God 
alone,  all  thofe  effects  which  are  con- 
trary to  that  order.  The  Chriftian  dif- 
penfation proceeds  upon  the  fame  prin- 
ciple ;  and  farther  teaches,  that  as  there 
is  but  one  God,  fo  there  is  but  one  me- 
diator* between  God  and  man,  to  whom 
any  power  or  authority  over  mankind  is 
delegated,  and  who,  indeed,  hath  all 
power,  both  in  heaven  and  earth,  given 
unto  him.  Now,  if  there  be  no 
fovereign   of  nature    but  God,  and    no 

w  Piflertation  on  Mir.  chap,  iii.  feci:.   <. 
k  Id.  fe&.  6.  p.  404. 
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mediator  between  God  and  man  but 
Chrift  -3  there  can  be  no  other  fuperior 
intelligences,  who  have  any  power  over 
the  laws  of  nature,  or  over  the  human 
fyftem  in  particular,  Indeed,  there  could 
be  no  law  of  nature,  no  fixed  constitution 
of  things,  either  refpecling  the  world 
in  general,  or  the  human  fyftem  in  parti- 
cular,  if  the  order  of  that  constitution 
might  be  diflurbed  at  the  pleafure  of  ma- 
lignant fpirits, 

With  regard  to  the  evidence  of  the 
Jewiih  and  Chriflian  revelations,  it  arifes 
from  the  miraculous  teftimony  borne  to 
them  by  God.  And  whoever  confiders 
the  true  nature  of  miracles,  (under  which 
denomination  we  are  to  include  all  effects 
produced  in  the  fyflem  of  nature,  contra- 
ry to  the  general  rules  by  which  it  is  go*» 
verned)  and  the  ufe  which  the  Scripture 
makes  of  them,  urging  them  as  a'bfolute 
proofs  of  the  fole  dominion  of  Jehovah 
oyer  univerfal  nature y,  and  of  the  divinity 

I  DifTert.  pi\  Mir.  chap,  iii,  feet,  5. 
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of  the  million  and  doctrine  of  his  pro- 
phets * ;  whoever  duly  confiders  thefe 
things,  will  naturally  infer  from  them  the 
utter  impotence  of  demons,  to  produce 
any  effects  in  any  part  of  the  fyftem  of 
nature,  contrary  to  that  order  which  God 
hath  eftablifbed  in  it.  For  fuch  effects, 
could  they  be  produced  by  demons,  would 
not  be,  what  the  Scripture  reprefents 
them,  decifive,  infallible  tefls  of  a  divine 
interpofition.  But  I  forbear  to  purfue 
this  argument  any  farther  in  this  place, 
as  there  will  be  occafion  to  refume  it  in 
the  fequela,  when  we  fhall  point  out  fome 
particular  miracles,  whofe  credit  and  au- 
thority neceffarily  fuppofe  the  utter  inabi- 
lity of  demons  to  poffefs  mankind,  in  the 
manner  they  are  commonly  faid  to  do. 

I  (hall  only  obferve  here,  that  the  very 
miracles  performed  upon  thofe  who  were 
called  demoniacs,  ferve  to  fhew  that  they 
were  not  really  poffeffed.  Thofe,  indeed, 
who  affert,  that  there  were  real  demo- 
*  PifTert,  on  Mir,  chap.  iij.  fe&,  6.       a  Chap.  iii. 

niacs 


1 86  On  the  Demoniacs 

niacs  in  the  age  of  Chrift,  triumph  in  the 
miracles  performed  upon  them,  as  highly 
ufeful  to  demonftrate  the  inferiority  of 
evil  demons  to  that  beneficent  Power 
which  rules  the  univerfe,  and  their  fub- 
je&ion  to  the  Son  of  God.  But  the  Gen- 
tiles themfelves  never  confidered  demons 
as  rivals  of  the  fupreme  Divinity,  but  ra- 
ther fuppofed  they  derived  their  power 
and  authority  from  the  celeftial  gods, 
and  adled  in  fubferviency  to  their  de- 
deiignsV  From  the  evangelic  hiftory 
iifelf,  it  appears,  that  the  Jews  thought 
Beelzebub  able  to  controul  all  other 
demons  as  his  fubjects,  and  to  expel 
them  from  the  bodies  of  men.  What 
good  end  then  could  be  anfwered  by 
proving,  what  Gentiles  and  Jews  were 
ready  to  acknowledge,  that  demons  were 
inferior  to  the  fupreme  numen  $  and  that 

*  See  Plato  in  Sympof.  p.  202,  torn,  iii,  ed.  Ser- 
rani.  Apuleius  (De  Deo  Socratis,  p.  675,  ed. 
Delph.)  fays,  Cun&a  cceleftium  voluntate  nut- 
mine  et  au<3oritate,  fed  dsemonum  obfequia  et- 
opera  &  minifterio  fieri  aibitrandum  eft. 
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Chrift  had  equal  power  with  Beelzebub? 
Can  we  difparage  that  great  miracle,  the 
cure  of  demoniacs,  in  a  more  effectual 
manner,  than  by  reprefentingitas  wrought 
with  fuch  intentions  as  thefe  ? 

It  was  performed  with  the  fame  gene- 
ral defign  as  all  the  other  miracles  of  the 
Gofpel  j  and  it  feems  to  me  to  contain 
in  its  own  nature,  a  proof  peculiar  to  it- 
felf  of  the  abfolute  nullity  of  demons,  and 
thereby  a  confutation  of  the  doctrine  of 
poffeffions.  If  demons  poffefs  mankind, 
they  muft  do  it  either  by  their  own  na- 
tural power,  or  by  a  power  fupernatural 
and  miraculous ',  occafionally  imparted  to 
them  by  God  for  that  purpofe.  That 
they  do  not  poffefs  mankind  by  a  miracu- 
lous and  divine  power,  feems  evident  from 
hence,  that,  in  this  cafe,  the  Deity  muft 
contradict:  himfelf,  and  counteract  his  own 
power  in  cafting  them  but.  Nor  is  it 
reafonable  to  fuppofe,  that  demons  have 
a  natural  power  of  poffeffing  mankind.  It 

muft 
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mull  here  be  remembered,  that  reputed 
demoniacs,   when  they    were  cured   by 
Chrift,  werereftored  to  a  perfect  and^r- 
manent  ftate  of  fanity.    Nov/,  if  demons 
have  a  natural  power  of  entering  the  bo- 
dies of  mankind,  why  did  they  not  return 
to  thofe  bodies  from  which  they  were 
ejected  ?    Was  a  return  to  them  more  dif- 
ficult than  their  entrance  into  them  at 
firfl  ?     If  you  affirm,  that  they  were  per- 
petually rejlrained  by  God  from  exercifing 
their  natural  power  of  re-entering  the 
bodies  from   which   they  had  been  ex- 
pelled j    you  affirm  more  than  you  can 
fupport  by  any  pofitive  proof,  and  what  is 
in   itfelf  very  improbable  j  for  demons 
cannot  be  retrained  from  ufing  their  na- 
tural powers  without  a  miracle,  a  perpe- 
tual miracle.     Now  doth  reafon,  or  doth 
revelation  warrant  the  expectation  of  fuch 
an  extraordinary  and  continued  interpo- 
fition  of  the  divine  power  in  any  cafe  ?  Is 
it  credible  that  God  fhould  beftow  and 

con- 
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continue  powers  to  any  of  his  creatures, 
which  he  always,  or  almoft  always,  re- 
trains them  from  ufing  ?  The  only  juft 
inference,  therefore,  that  can  be  drawn 
from  the  perfect  and  lufting  cure  of  a  re- 
puted demoniac,  is,  that  demons  had  ne- 
ver poffefTed  him,  and  that  the  diforder 
imputed  to  their  pofTeflion  was  a  natural 
one.  We  will  not  take  any  farther  pains 
to  (hew  how  certainly  the  impotence  of 
demons  may  be  inferred  from,  the  leading 
principle  of  revelation,  and  the  proofs  by 
which  it  was  etfablifhed.    For, 

III.  All  the  prophets  of  God,  in  every 
age,  when  profeffedly  delivering  their 
divine  mefTages  to  mankind,  have  with 
one  voice  proclaimed  the  utter  impotence 
of  demons  j  and  hereby  entirely  fubvert- 
ed  the  doctrine  of  demoniacal  poiTeffions. 

It  is,  I  apprehend,  a  point,  in  which 
all  are  agreed,  and  which  is  capable  of  the 
cleareft  proof,  that  by  demons  in  Scrip- 
ture, we  are  to  underftand  the  heathen 

deities. 
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deities.  It  is  the  name  by  which  thofe 
deities,  fuch  of  them  efpecially  as  were 
the  more  immediate  objects  of  public 
worfhip,  are  defcribed  by  the  Heathens 
themfelves b.  By  this  name  they  are  de- 
fcribed in  the  Septuagint  verfion  of  the 
Old Teftament6.  In  frill  later  writings 
of  the  Jews,  the  Apocrypha,  they  are 
called  by  the  fame  name d;  and  the  New 
Teftament  affirms,  that  the  heathens^- 
crificed  to,;  demons e.  With  refpedl  to  Beel- 
zebub, the. prince  of  demons,  in  particu- 
lar, it  hath  been  (hewn  already  *,  that  he 
was  the  god  of  Ekrpn.  It  is  (till,  how- 
ever, a  matter  in  difp.ute,  whether  the 
heathen  gods  or  demons  were  confidered 
by  the  facred  writers  as  the  fpirits  of  dei- 
fied men  and  women,  or  as  apoftate  angels. 
If  you  allow,  that  the  Scripture  reprefents 

b  DhTert.  on  Mir.  chap.  iii.  fe&.  2.  and  Wol- 
fius  on  Acts  xvii.  18.  p.  1253. 

c  Deut.  xxxii.  17.   Pf.  xcvi.  6.  P£  cvi.  37. 
d  Baruch  iv,  7. 

•  1  Cor.  x.  20,  21,  compared  with  ver,  19,7.  14. 

*  See  above,  p.  31. 

them 
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them  as  fuch  dead  men  and  women  as 
iuperftition  deified,  you  muft  allow  that 
the  Scripture  hath  overturned  the  doc- 
trine of  pofleffions,  by  giving  us  fuch  an 
account  of  the  (rate  of  the  dead,  as  can 
never  be  reconciled  with  the  fuppofition 
of  their  having  power  over  the  bodies  of 
thelivingf.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  you 
maintain,  that  demons  are  not  of  human 
origin,  we  lofe,  indeed,  one  argument 
againft  pofleffions,  with  which  the  Scrip- 
ture fupplies  us  -,  but  it  is  an  argument 
that,  however  conclufive,  is  not  wanted. 

For,  whoever  the  heathen  demons  or 
deities  were,  whether  human  or  angelic 
fpirits,  they  are  all,  without  exception, 
branded  in  Scripture  as  being  utterly  void 
of  all  power  to  do  either  good  or  evil  to 
mankind.  Very  many  paffages  to  this 
purpofe,  both  from  the  Old  and  New 
Teftament,  have  been  produced  in  a  for- 
mer publication 8 ;  and  for  this  reafon  are 

f  DifTert.  on  Mir.  p.  161. 
8  Id.  p.  233,  &c. 

here 
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here  omitted.    So  very  clear  and  deter- 
minate is  the  language  of  Scripture  on 
this  point,  that  all  the  wit,  and  learning, 
and  zeal  of  thofe   who  contend  for  the 
reality  of  the  pofTeffions   and  prodigies 
afcribed  to  the  heathen  gods,  have  not  yet 
been  able  to  devife  any  method  of  evad- 
ing  the  argument  againft  their  power, 
drawn  from  the  Scripture  reprefentation 
of  them,  but  by  fuppofing,  that,  though 
the  heathen  gods  themfelves  were  mere 
nullities,  yet  powerful  evil  fpirits  perfo- 
rated them,  and  performed  in  their  names 
thofe   very  things  which   the  Heathens 
afcribed  to  their  gods ;  and  that,  in  reali- 
ty, thefe  evil  fpirits  were  the  gods  they 
worshipped.  How  groundlefs  and  abfurd, 
as  well  as  how  reproachful  to  the  pro- 
phets of  God,  this  fuppolition  is,  we  have 
elfewhere  fhewnh. 

That  I  may  not  repeat  what  occurs 
there,  with  refpecl:  to  the  Scripture  idea 
of  the  heathen  gods  or  demons,  I  will 

b  DifTert.  on  Mir,  p,  240, 

here 
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here  only  examine  the  account  given  of 
them  in  St.  Paul's  firft  epiftle  to  the  Co- 
rinthians. In  their  heathen  ftate,  as  the 
apoftle  reminds  them,  they  had  vvormip- 
ped  dumb  idols ,c.  Upon  their  embracing 
the  Gofpel,  moftd  of  them  were  fo  per- 
fectly convinced  of  the  abfolute  nullity  of 
all  their  former  gods,  that  they  pleaded 
this  as  an  excufe  for  affifting  at  feftivals 
in  their  honour.  To  thefe  perfons,  St. 
Paul  thus  addrerles  himfelf:  We  know 
that  an  idol  is  nothing  in  the  world ;  and 
that  there  is  none  other  God  but  one". 
Strong  prejudices,  aided  by  great  parts, 
having  prevented  many  from  difcerning 
the  meaning  of  this  plain  paffage,  it  will 
be  neceffary  to  examine  it  with  fome  at- 
tention.    It  may  be  obferved, 

c  I  Cor.  xii.  2. 

d  1  Cor.  viii.  1.  We  know  that  we  ALL  have 
knowledge,  zrdvlt;,  i.  e.  pars  maxima  noftrum, 
Grot. 

e  1  Cor.  viii.  4. 

O  r.That 
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i.  That  by  an  idol,  we  are  here  to 
underftand  a  heathen  demon  or  deity,  and 
not  (as  fome  apprehend)  the  mere  image, 
or  Jiatue,  which  reprefented  him.  The 
image  or  ftatue,  abftradtedly  confidered, 
was  regarded  by  all  Heathens,  no  lefs 
than  by  all  Chriflians,  as  a  mere  mafs  of 
fenfelefs  matter  :  what  diftinguifhed  the 
latter  from  the  former  was,  a  belief  of 
the  nullity  of  the  deities  themfelves.  In- 
deed, the  original  word,  which  we  render 
idoV ,  and  which  fignifies  an  image  or  re- 
frefentation  of  things  in  the  mind,  is  very 
frequently  applied  by  the  Greeks  (to 
whom  St.  Paul  is  here  writing)  to  ghojis 
or  fpecfres,  which  were  fuppofed  to  ap- 
pear in  the  likenefs,  or  to  be  an  image  and 
reprefentation  of  their  former  bodies2. 
Hence  they   employed  this  term  to  de- 

s  The  reader  may  find  ample  proofs  of  this 
point  in  Le  Clerc  and  Elmer,  on  I  Cor.  viii.  4. 
in  the  latter  writer  efpecially.  See  alfo  Wolfius  in 
loc. 

fcribe 


of  the  New  Tefamcnt.  195 

fcribe  their  demons \  who  were  the  ghofts 
or  images  of  dead  men.  Regarding  their 
gods  as  deified  human  ghofts,  they  call 
them  indifferently  idols  and  demons1.  By 
the  Jews  alfo,  as  appears  from  the  Septua- 
gint  tranflation  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
thefe  two  words  are  ufed  as  equivalent k. 

h  Philoftratus,  in  giving  an  account  of  the  de- 
moniac, on  whofe  behalf  his  mother  applied  for 
relief  to  the  Indian  fages,  fays,  that  the  demon  de- 
clared, he  was  ilSaXov  xvfyog,  the  ghojl  of  a  man. 
And  the  letter  written  to  this  demon,  to  drive  him 
away  from  the  demoniac,  runs  thus  :  ij  lir^oXvi  woqs 
to  tlSuXov,  Epiftola  ad  Spe&rum,  Vit.  Apollonii,lib. 
iii.  cap.  38.  p.  128.  In  another  place  (lib.  iv.  cap. 
20.  p.  I57.)  oWjUwv  and  ilSuXw  are  ufed  as  equiva- 
lent terms,  in  reference  to  a  perfon  poiTeffed,  0  <W- 
(xuv  iXxvvzi  <j-£. — tpcevu;  ytpisi  to  s'iSuXqv. 

1  E'ifiuXx  yovv  fijcorws  auTS?,  y.xi  Sxi[xovx$  t)|OiEtV  au- 
toi  xixXwxTt.  Merito  igitur  vos  ipfi  idola  &  dse- 
monas  eos  vocatis.  Clemens  Alexandr.  Cohort,  ad 
Gent.  p.  49.  ed.  Potteri. 

k  This  appears  by  comparing  Pf.  xcvi.  $}  zroiv 
ri$  01  $£01  tocv  eOucov  Sxipovitx.)  with  1  Chron  xvL  26, 
tsxytk;  01  S'eoj  tuv  IQvuv  t'tiuXx.  In  Deut.  xxxii.  J7, 
(which  will  be  cited  at  large  below)  the  heathen 
gods  are  called  demons,  and  in  the  21ft  verfe,  they 
are  called  idols. 

O  2  That 
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That  St.  Paul,  by  an  idol,  mu'ft  here 
mean  a  heathen  demon  or  deity,  appears 
not  only  from  the  ordinary  fignifkation 
of  the  word,  but  alfo  from  his  oppofing 
the  idol  to  the  true  God,  and  inferring  the 
nullity  of  the  idol  from  there  being  but 
one  God1.  What  in  one  place  he  calls 
idols-,  he  in  other  places  calls  gads,  lords  m, 
and  demons*.  Thefe  are  the  fubjedt  of 
the  apoftle's  difcourfe ;  and  there  is  no 
pertinence  or  propriety  in  any  thing  he 
advances  concerning  idols,  if  you  do  not 
underftand  thereby  the  demons  or  deities 
of  the  Gentiles.  His  whole  argument 
relates  to  things  offered  in  facrifice  unto 
idols  °.  Could  he  then  by  idols  mean  mere 
itatues  ?    Was  it  not  to  their  demons  or 

1  1  Cor.  vni.  4,  5,  6.  In  like  manner,  he  oppofes 
idols  (falfe  gods)  to  the  true  God,  2  Cor.  vi.  16. 
What  agreement  hath  the  temple  of  God  with  idols  ? 
that  is,  with  demons  or  falfe  gods,  worshipped  bjf 
the  Heathens. 

m  1  Cor.  viii.  5. 

n  1  Cor.  x.  20. 

*  I  Cor.  viii.  4, 

gods 
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gods  that  the  Heathens  offered  facrifice  ? 
Doth  not  the  apoftie  himfelf  fay,  they  fa- 
crificed  to  demons p  ?  Could  he  then  mean 
any  thing  different  from  thefe  by  idols  ? 
The  following  paffage  deferves  particular 
con  fi  deration  :  If  any  man  fee  thee  which 
hajl  knowledge  fit  at  meat  in  the  idols 
temple,  fiall  not  the  confeience  of  him 
that  is  weak  be  emboldened  to  eat  thofe  things 
which  are  offered  to  idols q  ?  It  feems  im- 
poffible  to  reconcile  St.  Paul  either  with 
himfelf,  or  with  common  fenfe,  if  he  be 
not  here  fpeaking  of  the  temple  and  fa- 
crifices  of  the  heathen  gods.  It  may  be 
added,  that  the  apoftie  fuppofes,  that  a. 
Chriflian  whofe  faith  in  the  Gofpel  was 
not  eftablifhed,  might,  with  confeience  of 
the  idol,  eat  of  the  facrifice  as  a  thing  offer* 
ed  unto  an  idol' :  he  like  wife  fuppofes, 
that  a  Heathen  might  fay,  This  is  offered 
in  facrifice   to    idols1 '.      Now,    had   the 


p  1  Cor.  x.  20. 

q  1  Cor.  viii.  10. 

f  Ver.  7. 

Chap.  x.  28. 

O3 

Chrif 

198  On  the  Demoniacs 

Chrifdan  any  reverence  for  what  he  knew 
to  be  mere  wood  or  ftone  ?  And  would 
the  Heathen  reprefent  the  object  of  his 
devotion  as  nothing  but  fuch  fenfelefs 
matter  ? 

For  the  feveral  foregoing  reafons,  we 
muft  by  idols  here  underftand  the  hea- 
then demons  or  deities,  thofe  very  deities 
whom  the  Corinthians  had  wormipped 
in  their  gentile  fhte,  and  whom  St.  Paul 
himfelf,  on  other  occafions,  defcribes  un- 
der the  fame  term f. 

Nothing  but  the  great  importance  of 
it,  could  juftify  our  enlarging  upon  a  point 
fo  very  evident  as  this.  If  by  idols  the 
apoflle  meaned  demons,  then   what  he 

1  Ye  turned  from  idols,  that  is,  from  falfe  gods,  to 
ferve  the  living  and  true  God,  I  ThefT.  i.  9.  He  tells 
the  Corinthians,  1  Cor  xii.  2.  Ye  were  carried  away 
to  thefe  dumbs  idols.  EfJwAa  a(puvx  vocat  Apoftolus, 
nam  vocem  quamvis  conarentur  edere  non  poterant» 
Virgilius,  lib.  vi.  v.  492. 

— Pars  tollere  vocem 

Exiguam  :  inceptus  clamor  fruftratur  hiantes. 
Elfner  on  1  Cor.  viii.  4. 

affirms 
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affirms  concerning  the  former,  muft  be 
equally  true  concerning  the  latter.  And 
it  is  merely  for  the  fake  of  avoiding  this 
conclufion,  that  fome  have  denied  the 
principle  from  which  it  is  drawn,  and 
maintained,  that,  by  idols,  the  apoftle  in- 
tended not  the  heathen  demons,  but  their 
images  and  ftatues. 

2.  The  idols  or  demons  here  fpoken  of 
were  not  devils  (in  the  fenfe  in  which 
that  word  is  now  commonly  ufed),  but 
fuch  human  fpirits  as  the  Gentiles  dei- 
fied. We  read,  indeed,  in  the  Englifh 
tranllation,  The  things  which  the  Gentiles 
facrifice,  they  facrijice  to  devils  \  This  is 
the  pafTage  which  is  fo  frequently  urged 
as  a  full  proof,  that  the  heathen  deities 
were  not  the  ghofts  of  dead  men,  butfpirits 
of  a  higher  order.  The  argument,  how- 
ever, is  founded  on  a  falfe  tranllation  of 
this  pafTagcwhich  makes  not  the  leaft  men- 
tion of  devils;  the  word  thus  rendered  being, 

u  1  Cor.  x.  20. 

O  4  in 
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in  the  original,  quite  different  from  this, 
namely,  demons™.  Now,  how  doth  it 
appear,  that,  by  demons,  the  apoftle 
meaned  devils  ?  It  is  faid  to  appear  from 
hence,  that  the  word  demon  is  fometlmes 
tifed  in  an  ///fenfe.  What  then  ?  If  the 
Heathens  had  evil  as  well  as  good  de- 
mons, will  it  follow  from  hence,  that 
demons  were  apoftate  angels  ?  By  no 
means  ;  as  we  have  fhewn  elfewhere  \- 
It  is  not  even  certain,  that  the  apoftle  ufes 
the  word  here  in  a  bad  fenfe y.     This, 

w  Aa.iy.ovioig. 

x  Diflert.  on  Mir.  p.  208. 

y  Mr.  Mede,  (p.  636,  of  his  works)  feems  to 
have  thought  that  demons  might  betaken  in  a  good 
fenfe,  in  1  Cor.  x  21.  Nor  is  it  anyjuft  objection 
againft  this  opinion,  that  Porphyry  (De  Abftinent. 
lib.  ii.  §  36,  37,  and  in  the  citation  by  Le  Clerc, 
on  1  Cor,  x.  20.)  and  fome  other  philofophers  ufe 
the  word  in  an  ill  fenfe.  For  the  apoftle  is  not 
here  dating  the  opinion  of  particular  philofophers, 
but  defcribing  the  objects  of  popular  worfhip,  and 
fpeaking  of  the  notion  which  the  Heathens  in  ge- 
neral had  of  them:  they  facrlfice  to  demons,  that  is, 
to  fpirits  whom  they  regard  as  real  deities.    I  readily 

how* 
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however,  is  a  matter  of  no  importance. 
The    question  is  not  whether  the  fpirits 

acknowledge,  however,  that  the  Heathens  had  evil 
as  well  as  good  demons ;  and  that  the  public  wor- 
fhip  fuppofed  fome  of  them  to  be  evil.  But  this  is 
far  from  proving,  that  thefe  demons  had  not  once 
been  men  and  women.  How  immoral  were  the 
characters,  arjd  how  licentious  was  the  worfhip,  of 
thofe  gods  that  were  certainly  of  human  extract, 
fuch  as  Jupiter,  Venus,  Bacchus,  and  many  others  ? 
Ofiris  or  Serapis  was  the  chief  of  evil  demons; 
Plutarch,  p.  362.  torn.  ii.  To  thefe  there  may  be 
a  reference  in  2  Cor.  vi,  14,  15,  j6,  particularly 
in  that  expreffion,  What  concord  hath  Chrijl  with  Be- 
lial r  The  heathen  demons  might  be  called  Be* 
Jiklj  either  becaufe  they  were  of  no  ufe,  or  becaufe 
£b  much  wickednefs  entered  into  the  idea  which 
the  Pagans  entertained  of  them.  Eelial  ex  *7? 
non,  nihil,  et  7^  quod  in  Hiphil  notat  prodefle; 
fecundum  R,  Davidem  notans  inutilem.  According 
toDrufiusinloc.  Hominem  nequam  non  male  quis 
vocet.  There  may  be,  however,  no  reference  here  to 
the  heathen  gods  at  all,  whether  they  were  deified 
ghofts  or  not;  the  word  Belial  being  often  applied  to 
living  men  ;  and  it  being  the  general  defign  o£ 
the  apoftle  in  this  place,  to  diffuade  Chriftians 
from  fuffering  themfelves  to  be  drawn  into  any 
thing  criminal  by  the  Heathens.  Vide  Grot,  inloc, 

here 
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here  fpoken  of  were  good  or  bad ;  but 
whether  they  were  the  foirits  of  dead 
men  or  devils. 

If  it  can  be  proved,  that  demons  moft 
ufualiy  denoted  amongft  the  Greeks  (to 
whom  St.  Paul  is  writing)  fueh  ("pints  as 
are  commonly  meaned  by  devils ;  that 
this  alfo  is  the  known  fenfe  in  which  St. 
Paul  and  the  reft  of  the  apoftles  ufe  it  in 
all  other  places  j  and  that  it  beft  fuits  the 
occafion  on  which  it  is  ufed  here  :  in  this 
cafe  it  muft  be  allowed,  that  our  tranila- 
tors  had  good  reafon  for  making  him 
fpeak  of  devils.  But  if  the  very  reverfe 
of  all  th's  be  true,  we  (hall  be  fully  jufti- 
fied  in  rejecting  their  interpretation. 

With  regard  to  the  Greeks,  it  is  a  fact 
not  to  be  difputed,  that  amongft  them 
demons  (in  whatever  fingular  fcnfe  fome 
particular  philofophers  might  ufe  it)  did, 
in  common  language,  generally,  if  not 
univerfally,  denote  deities  -,  thofe  dei- 
ties whom  the  Heathens  worshipped,  who 

were 
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were    not    devils,     but    human    fpirits*. 
From  St.    Paul's  acquaintance   with  the 

z  In  confirmation  of  what  is  urged  elfewhere 
(Diflert.  on  Mir.  chap.  iii.  feci:.  2.)  to  prove,  that 
by  demons  the  Greeks  underftood  deified  human 
fpirits,  we  may  add  a  pafTage  from  Herodotus, 
cited  by  Raphelius,  on  1  Cor.  x.  20.  Tnv  Si  $ai- 
[Aovcc  TXirnv  TV  S"i>a<n,  Xtyxari  auTQi  Tocv^oi  Kpiymiotv 
t«v  Aya^i^ovoq  tlvxi.  Daemonem  autem  hanc  cui 
immolant,  ipfi  Tauri  aiunt  efTe  Iphigeniam,  Aga- 
memnonis  filiam.  Stobasus,  (Eclog.  lib.  i.  p.  r28.) 
and  Maximus  Tyrius,  (DifT.  xxvii.  ed.  Oxon.  p. 
326.)  cited  by  Ode,  p.  185,  186,  fpeak  of  the  con- 
verfion  of  human  fouls  into  demons,  after  their 
departure  from  the  body.  The  fame  author  ob- 
ferves,  that,  in  the  Sibylline  Oracles  (lib.  viii.  p. 
684.  ed.  Gallasi)  Rome  is  reproached  with  wor- 
fhipping 

Accipovoit;  a^u^s?,  vmpuv  ii^ocKoc,  xapovTcov. 
Manes  exanimos,  idola  mortuorum  fepukorum. 
This  paflage  confirms  what  was  obferved  above, 
that  idols  and  demons  are  equivalent  terms,  and 
juftifies  the  ufe  made  of  them  by  St.  Paul.  Tatian 
(in  Orat.  contra  Graecos,  p.  m.  148.)  having  enu- 
merated many  of  the  heathen  gods,  and  expofed 
their  characters,  fays,  ToiovToi  tW$  dtriv  ol  $oc.iy.ovss9 
outoi  ol  tyiv  slfAxpfAivyv  wpirccv.  Hujufmodi  quidam  funt 
dii  (daemonesj  qui  fatum  determinarunt.  Eufebius 
/peaks  of  a  temple  dedicated  anVp^w  Soci^on  'AdVo- 

Greek 
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Greek  learning,  we  may  infer,  that  he 
could  not  be  ignorant  of  the  ordinary 

Sigma  impuro  Veneris  numini.  De  Laudibus  Con- 
ftantini,  lib.  iii.  cap.  55.  See  alfo  lib,  iii.  cap,  26. 
where  Venus  is  called  a  lafcivious  demon.  Ode, 
Ete  Angel  is,  p.  191.  cites  thefe  paffages,  amongft 
many  others,  to  fhew  that  the  fathers  of  the  Chrif- 
tian  church  gave  the  title  of  demons  to  the  hea- 
then gods.  And  they  prove  more  than  this,  viz. 
that  they  gave  this  title  to  thofe  gods  that  were 
known  to  be  of  human  extract.  The  fame  author, 
in  the  forecited  place,  fays,  chat  Eufebius  (Vit. 
Conftantini,  lib.  iii.  cap.  56.)  calls  iEfcuIapius  the 
demon  of  the  Cilicians,  (tov  tuv  KiXmwv  Sxtpovx,) 
though  he  himfelf  did  not  allow  him  to  be  either  a 


m  or  a  god,  (that  is,  in  the  fenfe  in  which  he 
waa  thought  fuch  by  the  Cilicians,)  but  an  im- 
foJioTy  z~.Sxiy.iov,  *S£  yz  &eoc.  RXoivog  Si  tj?  fyv^uv. 
By  the  demon  of  the  Cilicians,  Eufebius  did  not  mean 
iEfculapius  himfelf,  but  a  fpirit  that  lurked  in  his 
temple,  and  perfonated  him.  It  is  evident,  how- 
ever, from  Eufebius's  denying  this  fpirit  to  be  a 
demon,  or  deified  human  ghoft,  that  the  Gentiles 
regarded  iEfculapius  as  fuch. 

I  cannot  omit  a  remarkable  pafTage  in  Clemens 
Alexandrinus,  becaufe  it  ftrongly  confirms  the  ac- 
count here  given  of  the  fenfe  in  which  demons  were 
imderftood  by  the  Greeks.    Autjjms    o\   iy.irii(>oi    tx 

fig* 
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fignification  of  demons  amongft  the 
Greeks.  Nay,  it  is  certain  in  fact,  that 
he  did  know,  that  the  Greeks  by  this 
word  expreffed  gods  taken  from  amongft 
men.  For  after  preaching  to  the  Athe- 
nians   concerning   the    refurrection    and 

$<tv  •EraVaj  rag  S'rxa?  ruv  x&Toi)(o;j.tvuv  si/tJpuo-ai/TO. 
daipovag  (a\v  rag  rzruv  yv^ug  xaKavrsg,  Spy<rx.tV£<r'Qxi 
$1  z?Qog  dvQpuiruv  JjJWjcovTf?,  ug  av  i'£v<rixv  A«£»o"ac 
hot  xxQxpornra.  T«  (3»»,  tvj  &eix  -nrpoma,  elg  ryv  avSpct'- 
7T«u  AftTKpj'j'aV}  tov  zrtpi'yeiov  ■urtpnroXtTif  to7tow.  Jam 
vero  qui  funt  eorum  doctrinal  periti,  in  multis 
templis  tanquam  deorum  ftatuas,  omnes  fere  mor- 
tuorum  loculos  pofuere,  daemones  quidem  vocantes 
eorum  animas,  eas  autem  coli  ab  hominibus  docen- 
tes,  ut  quae  divina  providentia  propter  vitas  purita- 
tern  poteftatem  acceperint,  ut  ad  hominum  minifte- 
rium  locum  qui  eft  circa  terram  obirent.  The 
temples  of  the  Greeks  were  the  tombs  or  fepulchres 
of  their  gods.  Hence  it  is  faid  of  Chriftians,  (in. 
Minut.  Fel.  cap.  viii.  p.  50.  ed  Davif.)  Templa 
ut  bufta  defpiciunt.  And  Tertullian  (de  Spectac. 
cap.  xiii.)  fays,  Dum  mortui  et  dii  unum  funt, 
utraque  idololatria  abftinemus,  nee  minus  templa  - 
quam  monumenta  defpuimus.  Now  St.  Paul  is 
fpeaking  of  thofe  gods  who  had  temples  erected  to 
their  honour,  and  confequently  of  fuch  as  were 
dead  men, 

giory 
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glory  of  Jefus  Chrift,  they  reprefented 
him  as  a  fetter  forth  offtrange  demons1*,  or 
gods,  as  our  translators  have  here  rendered 
the  word;  being  themfelves  fenfible,  that, 
in  this  place,  it  muft  neceffarily  fignify 
deified  men.  Now,  is  it  not  more  likely, 
that  St.  Paul,  in  writing  to  the  inhabi- 
tants of  Greece,  would  ufe  the  word  in 
the  common  and  ordinary  Signification  of 
It  amongft  that  people,  in  which  he  knew 
they  ufed  it,  and  would  underftand  him 
in  ufing  it  ;  than  that  he  mould,  with- 
out giving  any  notice,  afllgn  it  a  different 
meaning,  to  which  they  were  not  accuf- 
tomed  ? 

We  are  next  to  inquire,  whether  it  was 
well  known  to  Chriftians,  not  excepting 
thofe  newly  converted  to  the  faith,  that 
demons  denoted  devils,  when  ufed  by  St. 
Paul  and  the  reft  of  the  apofties.  What  a 
late   writer0  hath    copied   from   others, 

b  A£b  xvii.  18,  22.    Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  203. 
,  JBp.Warburton,  Serm.  vol.  ii.  p.  70,  note  (%). 

hath 
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hath  been  advanced  fo  long  and  fo  often, 
that  it  feems  to  have  obtained  general 
credit,  viz.  that  whatever  notion  the 
Gentiles  had  of  demons,  the  /acred writers 
never  life  the  word,  (and  they  ufe  it  often) 
but  they  always  mean  Satan  and  his  angels. 
Jt  was  not  merely  by  the  Gentiles,  but  by 
the  Jews  alfo,  and  (as  we  (hall  mew  in  the 
fequel)  particularly  by  the  authors  of  the 
Septuagint  verfion  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
(which  is  fo  often  followed  by  the  writers 
of  the  New)  that  demon  is  employed  to 
defcribe  a  human  fpirit.  This  alone  is 
fufficient  to  perfuade  an  unprejudiced 
mind,  that  the  New  Teftament  writers  ufe 
the  word  in  the  fame  fenfe;  till  fome  proof 
of  the  contrary  be  produced,  none  having 
yet  been  offered.  The  Scripture  fpeaks 
of  no  more  than  one  devil,  and  never 
confounds  him  with  demons'1.  For  the 
fuller  fatisfaction  of  the  reader,  we  will 
take  notice  of  all  the  occafions  on  which 

*  See  above,  p.  \i. 

this 
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this  word  is  ufed  in  the  New  Teftament, 
It  occurs  there  above  fifty  times  in  refe- 
rence to  porTeffions  ;  and  we  have  fhewn 
above  %  that  when  ufed  in  this  connect 
tion,  whether  by  the  facred  writers  or 
others,  it  conftantly  denotes  a  human 
ghofl.  On  other  occalions  it  occurs  more 
rarely.  I  will  fet  down  all  the  places  in 
which  we  meet  with  it,  when  it  hath  no 
direct  reference  to  pofTeffions,  and  in  their 
proper  order,  i .  When  St.  Paul,  in  his  ad- 
drefs  to  the  Athenians f,  calls  them  very 
devout  towards  demons g,  or  the  gods,  could 
he  delign  to  brand  them  as  worfhippers 

e  P.  21,  42. 

*  Acts  xvii.  22. 

s  AtHTiSoitfjt'Ovts'ipisi;.  SeeMede's  Apoftacy  of  the 
latter  Times.  AsKnJWjtAwv,  though  it  be  often 
ufed  to  defer ibe  a  perfon  that  is  fuperjiitioas,  doth 
alfo  often  mean  one  that  is  religious  and  devout,  and 
is  oppofed  to  the  parous  deorum  cultor,  fpoken  of 
in  Horace.  £snrdc<,itj.ovix  is  alfo  frequently  put  for 
religion,  and  is  ufed  in  a  good  fenfe,  not  only  by  the 
Heathens  (fee  Budasus),  but  alfo  by  the  Jews  who 
fpokethe  Greek  language.  See  Jofeph.  Ant.  lib. 
X.  cap.  3.  §  2.  and  other  places  cited  by  Krebfius, 
in  his  Obfervat.  in  Nov.  Teft.  e  Jofepho,  p.  232. 

of 
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of  devils  ?  Would  a  perfon  of  his  polite- 
nefsj  and  who  always  fludied  a  refpectful 
and  engaging  addrefs,  open  his  difcourfe  at 
Athens  in  fo  (hocking  a  manner h  ?  Be- 
fides,  he  could  not  affirm  with  truth, 
that  the  Athenians  were  worshippers  of 
devils.  Nor  would  the  Athenians  under- 
iland  him  as  ufing  the  word  in  this  fenfe, 
it  being,  as  he  well  knew,  very  different 
from  theirs,  when  they  reprefented  him  ag 
a  fetter  forth  of  fir  ange  demons* . — 2.  The 
next  place  in  which  we  meet  with  this 
word,  is  in  the  paffage  in  queftion  \  where, 
as  we  mall  (hew  when  we  come  to  confi- 
der  its  fcope  and  connection,  it  muft  fig- 
nify  the  heathen  deities,  that  is,  dead 
men.— 3.  St.  Paul,  in  his  Epiftle  to  Ti- 
mothy, when  foretelling  the  apoflacy  of 
fome  proferling  Chriftians  from  the  purity 
of  the  original  faith,  amongft  feveral  other 
inftances,    fpecifies   this  very  remarkable 

b  See  Dr.  Lardner's  Credibility,  vol.  i.  p.  253, 2d.  ed, 
*  A<5h  xvii.  18.    See  abovej  p.  206. 
'  1  Cor,  x8  20. 

P  one 
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one,  their  giving  heed  to  doBrines  (not  of 
devils,  but)  concerning  demons  \  The 
apoftle  here  muft  refer  to  the  worfhip  of 
faints 9  praclifed  by  idolatrous  Chriftians, 
as  we  have  fhewn  elfewhere  \  This  is 
allowed  by  the  moft  learned  and  judicious 
interpreters  amongft  proteftants,  and  is 
averted  even  by  that  celebrated  author my 
who  fo  pofitively  declares,  in  exprefs 
contradiction  to  himfelf,  "  the  facred 
writers  never  ufe  the  word  demons  but 
they  always  mean  Satan  and  his  angels." 
This  paflage  is  the  more  remarkable^  as 
it  mews  how  this  word  was  ufed  by  St. 
Paul  y  and  that  he  thereby  did  not  mean 
devils,  but  beatified  or  deified  human 
fpirits.  Now,  is  not  St.  Paul  the  beft  in- 
terpreter of  himfelf  ?  If  he  be,  ought  we 
not  to  explain  the  word  in  his  Epiftle  to 

k  i  Tim.  iv.  i. 

1  Difiert.  on  Mir.  p.  167,  204. 

m  Bp.  Warburton,  after  citing  this  prophecy  a 

adds,  In  which  words,  the  Holy  Spirit  graphically,  dr- 

fcribes  the  worjhip  of  SAINTSr  Serm.  vol,  iii.  p.  302. 

the 
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the  Corinthians,  in   a  lenfe  conformable 
to  that  which  it  is  allowed  to  bear  in  his 
Epiftle  to  Timothy ;  efpecially  as  it  is  no 
where  elfe  to  be  found  in  all  his  writings, 
but  in  the  places  here  noticed  ?— ^4.  St. 
James  fays,  The  devils  (in  the  original,  the 
demons*}  believe  and  tremble.    I  do  not  re- 
member to  have  feen  it  obferved  by  any 
writer,  (and  therefore  I  fubmit  the  ob- 
fervation    entirely   to    the  judgment   of 
others,)  that  this  pafiage  is  taken  from 
one  in  the  book  of  Job  °,  which  we  un- 
happily render,   Dead  things  are  formed 
from  under  the  waters,  and  the  inhabitants 
thereof;  but  which  may  more  properly  be 
tran ilated,   The  giants  p  tremble q  under  the 

n    Ta   Jxipovix,     Jam.  ii.  19. 
Chap.  xxvi.  5.  1 

p  CD^Enn,  the  rephabn.  This  word  fometimes 
Cgnifies  the  ghojis  of  the  dead  in  general.  Wilt  thou 
Jhetv  wonders  to  (methim)  the  dead  f  Shall  the  dead 
y(rcphai?n,  ghojis)  arife  and  praife  thee  f  Pf.  Ixxxviii. 
10.  When  Ifaiah  is  foretelling  the  deftruclion  of 
the  oppreflbrs  of  God's  church,  he  fpeaks  of  it  as 
a  thing  already  accomplifhed  in  the  following  term?, 

P  a  waters, 
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waters' y  (or   in  the  abyfs,)  together  with 

They  are  dead  ;  they  /hall  not  live  ;  they  are  deceafed 
(rephaim,  ghofls)  -3  they  /hall  not  ri/e,  chaj>.  xxvi.  14. 
In  the  following  paffages,  it  feems  to  denote  the 
ghofts  of  wicked  men  in  particular,  who  are  in  a 
flate  of  perdition  ;  and  more  efpecially,  perhaps, 
thofe  of  the  giants,  who  perifhed  by  the  flood,  and 
fuch  as  like  them  filled  the  earth  with  violence  and 
terror.  In  Prov.  ii.  18.  we  read,  that  the  houfe  of 
the  adulterefs  indineth  unto  death,  and  her  -paths  unto 
{rephaim)  the  giants ;  that  is,  to  the  wretched  fo- 
ciety  of  thofe  rebellious  fpirits  who  corrupted  the 
old  world.  And,  in  chap.  ix.  18,  it  is  faid  of  the 
perfon  that  frequents  her  houfe,  He  knoweth  not  that 
the  dead  (rephaim,  the  giants)  are  there,  and  that  her 
guejls  are  in  the  depths  of  hell  \  he  doth  not  confider 
that  lewd  and  vicious  courfes  fink  men  into  the  very 
bottom  of  the  infernal  region,  to  keep  company  with 
the  apoftate  giants.  Again,  we  are  warned  by  So- 
lomon, Frov.  xxi.  16.  The  man  that  wandereth  out 
of  the  way  of  under/landing,  /hall  remain  in  the  congre- 
gation of  (rephaim)  giants  ;  he  fhall  be  confined  to 
the  company  of  thofe  great  apoftates  from  virtue, 
-who,  for  their  licentioufnefs,  were  fwept  away  with 
a  deluge.  See  Mr.  Mede's  Difc.  on  this  text 
(Works,  p.  31.)  The  prophet  Ifaiah,  (chap.  xiv. 
9.)  when  foretelling  the  deftru&ion  of  Babylon, 
°fents  the  infernal  regions  as  being  in  great 
[motion  at  the  approach  of  its    monarch  ;   Hell 

their 
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their  hofi f ,    or  fellow-inhabitants.    Job  is 

from  beneath  is  moved  for   thee,    to   meet  thee    at    thy 
coming ;  it  jlirreth  up  the  dead  (the  rephaitv,  or  giants) 
for  thee  ;   even  all  the  chief  ones  of  the  earth  :  it  hath 
raifed  up  from  their  thrones  all  the  kings  of  the  nations* 
Compare  Ezek.  xxxii.   18,  21.      Rephaim  properly 
fignifies  giants,  inGen.xiv.  c.  Deut.  ii.  1 1,  20.iii. 
ii.  Jofli.  xv.  8.    xvii.   15.    2  Sam.   xxi.  16,  18, 
20,  22.    I  Chron.  xx.  4,6,  8.     In  the  paflage  from 
Job  now  before  us,  it  is  explained  concerning  giants, 
that  is,  their  ghofts,  in  the  Chaldee  Parapbrafe,  the 
Septuagint,  the  Latin  Vulgate,  and   many  modern 
verfions. 

*  ^/^ifV,  which  the  learned  Schultens  here 
renders  intremifcunt,  and  the  Latin  Vulgate  gemunt. 
Our  Englifh  tranflation  renders  the  fame  verb  to 
fear,  1  Chron.  xvi.  30.  to  fl>ake,  Pf.  xxix.  8.  to 
tremble,  Pf.  cxiv.  7.  Pf.  xcvii.  4.  Jerem.  v.  22. 
Hab.  iii.  10.  and  often  to  grieve  and  be  in  anguijh. 

r  Under,  the  waters.    Mr.  Peters,  in  his  excellent 
Diflertation  on  Job,  (p.  359.)  and  others,  fuppofe, 
that  Job  here  refers  to  the  waters  with  which  the 
giants  were  overwhelmed    at   the  flood.     Compare 
Mede,  p.  31,  &c.      But  the  ingenious  Mr.  Scott, 
in  his  judicious  notes  on  this  paflage,  obferves  from 
Winder,  De  Vita  Fun£torum  Statu,  p.  243.    that 
the   Jewifh   rabbis      placed    gehenna    under    thofe 
waters,  which  they  fuppofed  to  be  lower  than  the 
earth. 

P  3  here 
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here  celebrating  the  dominion  of  God 
over  the  manfions  of  the  dead  -3  and  he 
affirms,  that  the  giants,  the  fouls  of  thofe 
mighty  men,  who  were  fuch  a  terror  to 
the  old  world,  and  perifhed  by  the  deluge, 
do  now  tremble  in  the  infernal  regions, 
together  with  thofe  who  were  once  their 
cotemporaries  on  earth,  or  that  now  in- 
habit the  fame  manfions*.  That  the  Jews 

*  Hoji..  The  original  word  wasvthus  underftood 
by  the  Chaldee  Paraphrajt.  It  rather  denotes'  either 
their  inhabitants,  or  their  neighbours  and  fellows. 
But  it  is  immaterial  to  determine,  whether  it  refers 
to  thofe  wicked  men  who  dwelled  on  the  earth  at 
the  fame  time  with  the  giants,  (as  fome  explain  the 
word;)  or  (as  others)  to  thofe  who  have  been  fince 
gathered  to  their  affembly. 

*  The  explication  given  above  of  the  text  in 
queftion  agrees  well  with  the  fucceeding  verCe: 
Hell  is  naked  before  him,  and  dejlruftion  hath  no  cover- 
ing' J°b  xxvi.  6.  Is  not  this  explication  alfo  more 
agreeable  to  the  defign  of  Job,  which  was  to  extol 
the  unlimitted  power  of  the  Divine  Being,  than 
that  given  by  the  Septuagint,  the^  Targum,  and 
fome  learned  moderns,  which  feems  to  fet  limits  to 
that  power  ?  Can  the  giants  be  born  or  brought  forth 
qgain  from  under  the  waters  ? 

thought 
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thought  that  Job  here  referred  to  wicked 
ghofts,  to  the  ghofts  especially  of  the  an- 
cient giants,  clearly  appears  from  the 
Chaldee  Paraphrafe1,  and  from  the  Sep- 
tuagint".  The  words,  however,  maybe 
underftood  in  a  more  general  fenfe  to  the 
following  effect :  ««  The  departed  fouls 
of  the  wicked  tremble  in  the  loweji  fieol\ 
even  all  the  inhabitants  of  thofe  gloomy 
manfions  V  Now  the  demons  of  St. 
James  anfwer  to  thefe  departed  fouls  in 
Job,  whether  you  underftand  thereby  the 
ghofts  of  the  wicked  in  general,  or  thofe 
of  the  antediluvian  giants  in  particular. 
For  demons  denoted  the  ghofts  of  wicked 

t  tt^HJn.  Compare  Gen.  xv.  20.  in  Hebrew, 
with  the  Targum. 

u  TiyxvTts.  Symmachus  renders  it,  §sop.oi%oi. 
The  expreffion  in  Job,  under  the  waters,  an- 
fwers  to  the  loweji  hell,  or  Jheo /,  in  Deut.  xxxii,  22. 
See  Peters  on  Job,  fed.  8.  and  Windet,  p.  204.  And 
though  rcphaim,  as  we  have  feen,  fometimes  fignifles 
,ghoils  in  general,  yet  it  is  evident,  that  Jobisfpeaking 
of  that  part  of  fiieol  which  is  allotted  to  wicked  fouls. 

*  Compare  Schultens  on  Job,  p.  708. 
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men1,  of  fuch  efpecially  as  fufFered  a  vion 
lent  death3,  and  particularly  thofe  de- 
ftroyed  by  the  flood,  who  were  confidered 
as  the  worft  kind  of  demons b.  So  that 
the  apoftle  feems  only  to  have  tranflated 
this  paflage  of  Job,  when  he  faid,  The  de^ 
mons  tremble.  As  to  the  additional  cir- 
cumftance  of  their  believing,  mentioned  in 
the  translation,  it  is  clearly  implied  in 
the  original;  a  dread  of  God's  juftice  being 
jnconfiftent  with  a  difbeljef  of  his  exift- 
ence.  I  add,  that  St.  James  doth  not 
appear  to  be  delivering  any  new  doctrine 
concerning  demons  in  this  place,  but 
rather  to  be  arguing  with  the  perfons  to 
whom  he  writes,  upon  their  own  princi- 

z  Demons  bore  this  meaning  amongft  the  Jews. 
See  Jofephus  as  cited  above,  p.  4.2.  and  Diflert.  on 
Mir.  p.  208. 

a  DiiTert,  on  Mir.  p  209,  229. 
Al  tuiv  j/ij-wlau  \J/u^aj,  ol  -&ipi  rov  no<ry.ov  il<r\ 
TsrAai/wjtxfKH  dj1.11j.0ve?.  Athenag.  Apol.  p.  28.  B. 
TertirHian  fays,  (Apol.  cap.  xxii.)  De  angelis  qui- 
bufdam  (he  is  fpeaking  of  the  fons  of  God  in  Gen, 
vi.  2.)  corruptier  gens  dsemonum  evaferit. 
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pies,  or  appealing  to  a  fatft  that  they  would 
not  difpute,  becaufe  eftablifhed  upon  the 
authority  of  the  Old  Teflament.  Thou 
believejl  that  there  is  one  God,  and  fo  far 
thou  dofi  well:  but  this  faith  alone  is  not 
fufficient ;  for  the  demons  alfo  believe  and 
tremble.  In  reafoning  with  Jews,  or  with 
Jewifh  converts,  what  was  more  natural 
than  to  employ  a  principle  allowed  by 
themfelves  *,  and  contained  in  their  own 
Scriptures  ?  It  is  the  more  reafonable  to 
fuppofe  that  the  text  in  queftion  is  bor- 
rowed from  thefe  writings,  as  the  imme- 
diately fucceeding  arguments,  from  the 
cafe  of  Abraham  and  of  Rahab,  are  cer- 
tainly drawn  from  thence.  If  the  fore- 
going obfervations  are  jufl,  this  pafTage  is 
a  clear  proof  that  by  demons  in  the  New 
Teftament,  we  are  fometimes  to   under- 

*  That  the  ancient  Jews  underftood  the  forecited 
pafTage  from  Job,  fo  far  as  St.  James  employs  it,  in 
the  fame  fenfe  that  he  did  (as  well  as  in  what  feems 
to  me  to  be  the  true  fenfe,)  appears  from  the  Chaldee 
Paraphrafe,  which  may  be  thus  literally  rendered  ; 
Can  the  giants  that  tremble*,  &c, 

ftand 
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ftand  theghofts  of  dead  men. — 5.  It  caa 
bear  no  other  meaning  in  that  prophecy 
of  St.  John  *,  The  reft  of  the  men,  which 
were  not  killed  by  thefe  plagues,  yet  repented 
not  of  the  works  of  their  hands,  that  they 
Jbould  not  worjhip  demons  \  and  idols  of  gold 
and fiver.  This  pafTage  refers  to  the 
idolatries  pradtifed  in  the  Roman  church, 
which  confifts  in  the  worfhip  of  departed 
faints  and  fenfelefs  idols,  not  of.  devils,  as 
this  word  is  now  underftood.- — 6.  In  the 
fequel  of  the  Revelation  of  St.  John,  he 
had  a  prophetic  vifioh  of  the  fpirits  of  de- 
mons  working  miracles  &9  which,  as  was  ob- 
ferved  above  *|*,fome  refer  to  the  miracles 
pretended  .  to  beV  wrought  by  departed 
faints,  and  in  fupport  of  their  worship. 
Or,  according  to  the  genius  of  this  pro- 
phecy, the  fpirits  of  demons  working  mira- 
cles may  be  a  fymbol  or  figurative  repre- 
fentation  of  the  deceit  and  fraud  praclifed 
by  men  of  the  temper  and  fpirit  of  de- 

*    Rev.  ix.  20,  °  T«  oa.iy.ovix. 

Rev.  xvi.  14.  t  ?•  4-6. 
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1110ns,   in  fupporting  their  claims  to  a  mi- 
raculous power. — Once   more,   7.  The 
utter  defolation   of  Babylon  is   thus  de- 
scribed in  this  book,  It  is  become  the  habi- 
tation of  demons*.       The    demons    who 
were  thought  to  haunt    deiblate  places, 
were  fuch    as  were   believed    to    poflefs 
mankind f,  and  confequently    were    hu- 
man fpirits.    From  this  diftindt  examina- 
tion of  all  the  occafions  on  which  demons 
occur  in  the  New  Teftament,  we  may,  I 
prefume,  fafely  conclude,   that  it  never 
means   the  devil   and  his   angels   there ; 
leaft  of  all  in  the  writings  of  St.  Paul, 
On   the  contrary*  there  is   as  much  evi- 
dence as  the  nature  of  the  cafe  admits, 
that  both  he   and  the  other  appftles  by- 
demons  meaned  the  ghofts  of  dead  men  1 
and  they  ufe   the  word,  as  the  ancients 
did,  fometimes  in  a  good,  at  other  times 
in  a  bad  fenfe.    If  there  be  any  exception 
to  the  meaning  here  afligned  it,  it  mull 

e  Rev*  xviii.  2.  With  regard  to  the  proper  mean- 
ing of  this  paffage,  fee  below,  feci:,  iii.  article  2. 
I  Matt,  xii.  43. 

be 
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be  in  the  paffage  under  our  prefent  confi- 
deration. 

This  leads  us  to  confider,  whether  the 
cccqfim   on   which  it  is  ufed  here,  obliges 
us  to  underftand  St.  Paul  as  fpeaking  of 
devils,  though  he  doth  not  (nor  do  any  of 
the  other  apoftles)  ufe  it  in  any  fuch  fenfe 
at  any  other  time.     Let  us  then  examine 
the  fubject  of  his  difcourfe,  and  the  fcope 
of  his  argument,  which,  it  will    be   al- 
lowed, is  a  good  method  of  determining 
his  true  meaning.     It  is  a  point  too  ob- 
vious to  admit  of  any  difpute,  that   the 
apoftle  is   here   defcribing    the  heathen 
gods,  fuch  of  them  as  were  the  objects  of 
popular  worfhip.     By  demons,  therefore, 
he   could    not   mean    devils  :    for   thefe 
fpirits  were  not  known,  much  lefs  wor- 
shipped, by  the  Heathens.  Confequentlyit 
is  not  true,  that  they  partook  of  the  table  of 
devils,  or  that  they  drank  the  cup  of  devils* 
Nor  doth  St.  Paul  ever  charge  them  with 
this  crime.      In   the   beginning   of  his 

Epif- 
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Epiftle  to  the  Romans,  he  particularly  fpe- 
cifies  the  vile  objects  of  their  devotion, 
and  could  not,  one  would  imagine,  omit, 
on  that  occafion,  the  mention  of  one  un- 
fpeakably  viler  than  all  the  reft,  had  he 
known  that  the  devil  was  included  amongft 
them.  The  objects  of  eftablimed  worfhip 
in  the  heathen  world  were  deified  men 
and  women.  Such  they  are  allowed  to 
be  even  by  thofe  Chriftians,  who,  to 
fupport  a  favourite  hypothefis,  do  at 
times  give  a  very  different  account  of 
thems.  The  very  names  they  bore  {hew 
them  to  be  fuch;  and  as  fuch  they  are 
reprefented  in  the  theology  of  the  Gen- 
tiles   themfelves  \       By  all    the   ancient 

£  Scimus  nihil  efle  nil!  nomina  mortuorum. 
Tertullian.  De  Spedtaculis.  See  Grotius  on  I  Cor. 
viii.  4.  and  x.  20. 

h  DifTert.  on  Mir.  p.  184.  It  may  not  be  im- 
proper to  obferve  farther,  that  it  was  St.  Paul's  de- 
fign,  in  the  place  before  us,  to  defcribe  the  view 
which  the  Gentiles  themfelves  had  of  their  own 
gods.  As  if  he  had  faid,  "  Though  we  know  that 
idols  are  nothing,  yet  they  regard  them  as  real  dei- 

pro- 
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prophets  alfo  \  the  heathen  gods  are  fpokefl 
of  as  dead  perfons.  Our  apoftle  himfelf 
entertained  the  fame  opinion  of  them  as 
the  prophets  did.  Like  them,  he  defcribes 
Jehovah  by  the  title  of  the  Living  k  God, 
in  order  to  diflinguifh  him  from  the  gods 
taken  from  amongft  mortal  ?nen.  The  very 
fame  gods,  whom,  in  the  place  under  con- 
federation, he  calls  demons;  in  the  context, 
he  fpeaks  of  as  idols  ;  a  term  never  applied 
to  devils,  and  which  properly  denotes  hu* 
manghofts  and  fpectres1.  So  that,  had  the 

ties ;  and  to  thefe  falfe  deities  they  facrifice,  and  not 
to  God." 

1  Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  197. 

k  A£b,  xiv.  15.  1  Theff.  i.  9. 

1  What  hath  been  obferved  with  regard  to  the 
heathen  gods  in  general,  is  applicable  more  efpe- 
cially  to  thofe  of  Corinth  in  particular,  to  thofe 
very  gods  that  the  Chriftian  converts  in  that  city 
had  once  worfhipped.  Concerning  thefe  in  parti- 
cular, they  would  underftand  the  apoftle  to  fpeak. 
Now  it  is  allowed  by  the  moft  learned  oppofers  of 
the  opinion  concerning  demons  here  maintained, 
that  the  gods  of  Corinth  were  of  human  extract* 
Jupiter,  Apollo,  Venus,   Leucothea,  Palaemon,  ho- 

mean* 
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meaning  of  demon  been  in  itfclf  doubtful, 
had  it  been  as  frequently  employed  to  de- 
fcribe  the  devil  as  a  deified  ghoft,  yet 
would  the  fubject  of  the  apoflle's  difcourfe 
in  this  place,  and  the  connection  of  the 
paffage,  clearly  determine  the  word  here, 
to  the  latter  meaning.  But  we  have 
fhewn,  that  this  meaning  is  the  only  one 
in  which  it  was  uied  by  the  people  to 
whom  St.  Paul  is  writing,  when  it  was 
applied  to  the  heathen  gods,  and  that 
alone  which  correfponds  to  the  ufe  of  it 
on  every  other  occafion  by  the  facred 
writers,  and  particularly  by  this  apoftle 
himfelf. 

If  more  evidence  ftill  be  required  in  Co 
plain  a  cafe,  it  may  be  obferved  farther,  that 
both  the  fentiment  and  language  of  the 
apoftle  are  borrowed  from  paffages  in  the 
Septuagint,  in  which  demons  mud  be  un- 
derftood  of  deities  of  human  origin  m. 

mines  fuerant,  qui  jam  olim  interierant.    Grot,  oa 
I  Cor.  viii.  i. 

D'eut.  xxxii.  17.   Pf.  cvi.  37.     From  the  for- 
mer of  thefe  places  efpecially,   St,  Paul  borrowed 
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3.  When  it  is  faid,  an  idol  (that  is,  a 
heathen  deity,  or  demon)  is  NOTHING 

the  expreffion,  The  Gentiles  facrifice  to  demons,  not  tt 
God.  It  hath  indeed  been  often  afTerted,  that  by 
demons,  in  both  thefe  places  of  the  Septuagint,  we 
are  to  underftand  devils.  But  this  is  a  point  that 
hath  never  yet  been  proved.  Bare  affertions,  how 
frequently  foever  they  may  be  repeated,  and  how- 
ever generally  credited,  are  not  proofs.  Several 
reafons,  on  the  other  hand,  have  been  affigned  to 
fhew,  that  the  authors  of  the  Septuagint  did  not, 
by  demons,  in  thefe  places,  mean  devils,  but  deified 
human  fpirits  (Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  198—201); 
and  that  the  Hebrew  word  (fchedim)  which  they 
tranflate  by  demons,  bears  a  correfpondent  mean- 
ing. (Id.  p.  248.)  Thefe  reafons,  till  I  fee  them 
anfwered,will  have  more  weight  with  me  than  mere 
affertions.  There  is  indeed  fufHcient  evidence  from 
the  Septuagint  itfelf,  to  prove,  that  the  authors  of  it 
did  not,  in  thefe  places,  mean  devils,  or  any  powerful 
and  mifchievous  fpirits,  but  the  ghofts  of  fuch  dead 
men  as  the  Heathens  deified,  as  appears  from  an  ex- 
amination of  the  context  in  each  place.  vE0i;<r«v  J««- 
povioig,  xou,  a  ®ew*  rS'eojV,  01$  xx.  ridticoiv.  xtzwoi  xcu 
■srpocr(paTo»  riKaciv,  is  a*  rifouruv  ot  warfff?  uvtcov. 
Deut.  xxxii.  17.  Auto)  uxpi^rtXwvoiv  [At  It?  i  ©i«, 
■srapw£ut<ai/  [M  Iv  to*V  EictoAoiff  olvtuv,  v.  21,  In  thefe 
two  verfes,  the  very  fame  perfons  are  called,  flrft 
demons,  then  gods,  and  laftly  idols  ;  which  confirms 

IN 
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UN  the  world  ;  the  meaning  is,  either 
that  this  reputed  deity  hath  no  exigence 

what  was  obferved  above>  that  St.  Paul,  by  thefe 
three  different  names,  means  one  and  the  fame 
thing.  Now,  if  the  authors  of  the  Septuagint, 
by  demons  intended  devils,  it  is  natural  to  afk, 
When  did  the  Ifraelites  facrifice  to  devils?  Why 
are  devils  called  new  gods  ?  And  why  are  they 
called  idols  ?  This  is  a  word  that  frequently  occurs 
in  the  Septuagint  ;  but  where  doth  it  fignify  devils 
in  that  translation  ?  By  this  Word  it  renders  /-^D 
which  fignifies  vanity.  Underftand  the  Septuagint 
as  fpeaking  of  new  demon-gods,  of  men  newly 
deified,  or  newly  worshipped  by  the  Ifraelites,  of 
gods  that  were  only  idols,  mere  ghofts  and  images; 
and  you  make  them  fpeak  confidently  with  them- 
felves,  and  with  the  original  Hebrew.—- In  like 
manner  it  may  be  obferved  with  refpeel:  to  Pf.  cvi. 
37,  All  the  gods  of  the  Heathens  are  demons^  that  what 
are  hefe,  by  the  Septuagint,  called  demons,  are 
Called  dead  men,  V.  28.  (t(pcc<yo\>  3W«?  vixpZv  •,)  and 
■carved  or graven  image ■;,  Q^XtUcrocv  loiq  y\vmoi<;  olvtuv, 
v.  36.£9u<rau  tojV  yXv7rTo7?  Xaoaav,  v.  38.)  Now,  will 
you  allow,  that  devils  are  dead  men  ?  or  that,  like 
the  heathen  gods,  they  are  either  notdiftinS  from, 
or  of  no  more  account  than,  the  fenfelefs  images 
that  reprefented  them  ?  Were  the  idols  of  Ca- 
naan devils,  by  way  of  diftindion  from  thofe  6f 
other  countries  ?     You  avoid  thefe,  and  many  other 

o^  in 
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in  nature  n  ;  or  that  he  hath  no  degree  of 
that  power  his  votaries  afcribe  to  him, 
and  is  of  no  more  account,  than  if  he  did 
not  exift  °.  The  Heathens  were  perfuaded 
that  their  demons  had  real  power  over 
mankind,  and  that  much  good  or  evil 
might  be  expected  from  their  interpola- 
tion. Now,  it  was  in  direct  opposition  to 
thefe  fentiments  of  the  Heathens  con- 
cerning their  gods,  that  this  maxim  was 
advanced,   an  idol  is  nothing  in  the  world. 

difficulties,  only  by  allowing  that  the  Seventy  inter- 
preters ufe  demons  in  its  moft  common  fignifica- 
tion,  for  fuch  dead  men  as  the  Heathens  deified, 
and  the  Canaanites  worfhipped  with  human  facri- 
iices.    Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  249. 

n  Idolum  re  ipfa  non  fubfijlit  :  quod  verum  erat 
de  diis  111  is  Corinthiis.     Grotius  on  I  Cor.  viii.  1. 

0  SeeRaphelius,  Wolfius,  Schmidius,  and  Kreb- 
fius  on  1  Cor.  viii.  4.  This  paffage  may  receive 
fome  illuftration  from  chap.  x.  19.  What  fay  Ithen? 
that  the  idol  is  any  thing,  or  that  which  is  offered  in 
Cacrifice  to  idols  is  any  thing  ?  The  thing  offered  in 
fa.crifice  neither  receives  fan&ity  nor  pollution  from 
its  being  offered  ;  nor  is  this  a  circumftance  in  it- 
felf  of  the  leaft  moment.  The  idol  itfelf  is  equally 
infignificant. 

It 
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It  mud  therefore  be  defigned  to  exprefs 
either  their  not  having  any  real  exigence, 
or  their  having  no  more  influence  on  the 
affairs  of  mankind  than  a  metaphyseal 
non-entity.  The  ufe  which  fome  of  the 
Chriftians  at  Corinth  made  of  this  maxim* 
confirms  the  explication  here  given  of  it. 
For  they  pleaded  it  as  areafon  for  feafting 
in  his  temple  upon  what  had  been  offered 
in  facrifice  to  the  idol,  or  falfe  god,  tho'  he 
was  fuppofed  by  his  worfhippers  to  mingle 
with,  and  to  partake  of  the  vidtimp.  The 
Corinthian  converts  joined  theiridolatrous 
acquaintance  in  thefe  religious  banquets, 
under  a  full  perfuafion  that  the  idol  could 
not  pollute  them)  nor  do  any  thing  either 
to  the  prejudice  or  benefit  of  mankind1. 

7  That  the  Heathens  often  feafted  upon  the  fa- 
crifice in  their  temples,  and  that  the  gods  were 
thought  to  take  their  part  in  the  entertainment,  Is 
(hewn  by  Cudworth  on  the  Lord's  Supper,  (feeMo- 
fheim's  edition)  Whitby  and  Wetftein  on  i  Cor.  x, 
20^21.  andElfner  on  this  place,  and  on  iCor.  viii.  io, 

q  Hence  it  appears,  that  thofe  Writers  muft  be 
miftaken,  who  fuppofe  that  this  maxim,    an  idol  is 

Qjj  Si 


228  On  the  Demoniacs 

St.  Paul,  who  (as  will  be  (hewn  imme- 
diately) adopted  this  maxim,  ufed  it  in 
the  fenfe  here  affigned  it  ;  for  he  dfe- 
wherecenfures  all  the  demons  of  gentilifm 
as  mere  vanities  r.  It  feems,  indeed,  to  be 
borrowed  from  the  Old  Teliament,  where 
it  cannot  bear  (as  all  allow)  any  other 
fenfe  than  that  in  which  it  is  here  ex- 
plained. All  the  gods  of  the  Heathens  are 
nothings* .     Behold,  ye  are  of  nothing,  and 

nothing  In  the  world,  means  no  more  than  that  an 
idol  is  not  the  true  God,  or  hath  no  proper  divinity 
in  him.  For,  though  an  idol  were  not  the  true 
God,  yet  might  he  be  fometbing  in  the  world,  he 
might  have  much  of  that  power  his  votaries  afcribe 
to  him,  and'  his  favour  or  difpleafufe  might  be  a 
matter  of  great  importance.  Neverthelefs,  the  re- 
verfe  of  all  this  was  fuppofed  to  be  true  by  thofe 
who  adopted  this  maxim.  They  reafoned  in  the 
following  manner  :  Quod  non  eft  contaminare  ani- 
mum  non  poteft.  Nihil  ergo  in  eo  peccati  fi  in 
templo  epuler,  fi  ad  exfta  vocatus  earn,  fi  poft  pro- 
feclain  foeum  data  menfe  accumbam.  Grotius  on 
I  Cor.  viii.  i. 

r  A&sxiv.  15.  In  1  Cor.  xii.  2.  the  apoille  calls 
them  dumb  idols.  How  well  this  agrees  to  human  ghofls 
may  be  feen  in  Elfner,  cited  above,  p.  198.  note  Q), 

I Elilim,  nothings,  or  things  of  no.  value,  Pf.  xcvi.  5. 
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your  work  of  nought1.    They  cannot  do  evil, 
neither  aljb  is  it  in  them  to  do  good*. 

4.  When  St.  Paul  fays,  WE  KNOW 
that  an  idol  is  nothing  -,  the  expreffion  im- 
plies, that  the  nullity  of  the  heathen 
gods  or  demons  was  a  principle  admitted 
by  himfelf,  as  well  as  entertained  by  thofe 
Chriftians  whom  he  was  now  addreffing. 
There  was  not,  indeed,  in  all  the  Chriftians 
at  Corinth  this  knowledge™.  For  Tome  of 
the  new  converts  were  not  able  to  make 
off  all  at  once  their  old  opinion  concern- 
ing the  power  of  their  former  gods,  or  at 
leaf!  not  to  efface  the  imprellion  of  it 
from  their  hearts :  and  confequently  thefe 
perfons,  in  partaking  of  what  had  been 
offered  in  facrifice  to  the  heathen  gods, 
would  feel  fome  degree  of  their  former 
religious  reverence  and  awe  of  them,  and 
feem  to  themfelves  to  be  joining  with 
them  in  one  common  feaft\    It   was   far 

'  If.  xli.  24.     See  aifo  v.  29. 
u  Jerem.  x.  5. 
w  1  Cor.  v iii.  7. 
*  for  fome  with  confeience  of  the  idol,  unto  this  hour, 

Q  3  other- 
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othenvife,  however,  with  the  major  part 
of  the  Chrifiian  church,  with  thofe  efpe- 
cially  of  more  enlarged  underftandings, 
and  a  liberal  turn  of  mind,  or  who  were 
more  fully  inftructed  and  eftablimed  in 
the  doctrines  of  Chriftianity.  So  ftrongly 
were  they  perfuaded,  that  an  idol  was  no- 
thing in  the  world,  that  under  the  fhelter 
of  this  principle,  they  did  Jit  at  meat  in  the 
idols  te?npley,  and  partook  of  the  confe- 
craied  feaft  as  a  common  and  ordinary  re- 
pair, They  feem  even  to  have  valued 
themfelves  greatly  upon  this  conduct,  as  a 
proof  of  the  uncommon  ftrength  and 
freedom  of  their  minds.  Now,  when  St. 
Paul  tells  thefe  perfons,  We  know  that 
an  idol  is  nothing  •>  he  plainly  admits  the 
truth  of  the  principle  upon  which  they 
acted,  and  indirectly  reproves  their  vanity 
in  boafting  of  their  knowledge  of  it,  as  if 
tliey  were  in  this  refpect  Angularly  wife  , 

eat  it  as  a  thing  offered  unto  an  idol,  and  their  confciend 
being  weak  is  defiled.    I  Cor.  viii.  7. 

y  1  Con,  viii.   10 

2  Hence  it  is,  that  when  he  enters  upon  the  ar~ 
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As  if  the  apoftle  had  laid,  *'  Though  you 
are  puffed  up  with  your  knowledge  of  the 
nullity  of  idols,  and  are  fo  forward  to  (hew 
it  i  this  is  no  peculiar  difcovery  of  yours,  I 
and  all  well-initructed  Chriftians  are  as 
perfectly  acquainted  with  it  as  you  can 
be*."    It  is  very  remarkable,   that,    not- 

gument  concerning  things  offered  to  idok,  he  fays, 
JVe  know  that  we  all  have  knowledge ,  1  Cor.  viii.  I, 
where  Grotius  obferves,  Neifti  T?t(pv<riuy.'cVOi  putent 
fe  folos  fapere,  non  minus  et  nos  intelligimus  quid 
fit  idolum  five  deus  commentitius.  See  aifo  Mr, 
Locke  on  1  Cor.  viii.  1— 13.  who  paraphrafes  v.  4. 
in  the  following  manner,  I  know  as  well  as  you,  that 
an  idol>  &c. 

aThebifhop  of  Gloucefter  (Serm.  vol.  ii.  p.  71.) 
fays,  admitting  that  the  Chrijlians  cojxeerned  had  no 
thought  of  receiving  good  or  harm  from  thofe  idols,  yet 
(what  is  mare  to  thepurpofe)  we  fee  St.  Paul  had.  But 
it  is  clear  from  the  paflage  we  are  now  confidering, 
that  St.  Paul  agreed  in  fentiment  with  the  Chriftians 
concerned,  that  idols  were  nothing  in  the  world, 
and  confequently  that  no  good  or  harm  could  be 
expedted  from  them.  His  lordftiip  had  before  (p. 
69.)  reprefented  St.  Paul  as  faying,  that  thefe  idols 
•were  devils.  Now  if  thefe  idols  were  devils,  it  would 
from  hence  follow,  that  devils  are  nothing  in  the 
world  5  a  confequence  that  his  lordfhip  will  not  al- 
Q  4  with- 


232  On  the  Demoniacs 

withstanding  the  ill  ufe  made  of  this 
principle,  he  not  only  admits  it  to  be  true, 
but  labours  to  eftablifh  it. 

5.  This  brings  us  to  examine  the  rea- 
foning  employed  by  the  Apoftle  to  prove 
the  nullity  of  idols,  and  at  the  fame  time 
to  prevent  the  abufe  of  this  doctrine :  Wi 
know  that  an  idol  is  nothing  in  the  world, 

low,  and  which  cannot  be  drawn  from  the  nullity  of 
demons.  His  lordfhip, however,  \%  at  no  lofs  to  folve 
the  difficulty  j  for  he  fuppofes  (p.  71.)  the  apoftle's 
meaning  to  be,  Though  ye  can  pojjibly  receive  no  benefit 
■from  idohy  (by  which  he  affirms  St.  Paul  meaned  de- 
vils,)   as  your  proteclors  and  benefaclors,  ye  may  yet 
receive  real  damage  from  the  devil,   the  declared  enemy 
of  mankind.     According  to,  this  account  of  idols, 
they  were  fomething.      Yet  this  writer  in  the  fame 
breath  fays,  (p.  70.)  The  good  and  evil  demons  ofGen- 
tilifm,    were  indeed,  thofe  idols,  not  of  the  altar,  but  of 
the  brain,  which  the  facred  writers  efleemed  metaphy- 
seal NOTHINGS.      Can  St.  Paul  be  fpeaking  of 
any  other  demons  than  thofe  of  the  Gentiles,  when 
he  fays,  The  Gentiles  facrifice  to  demons  ?     Now,  if 
the  demons  of  gentilifm  were  the  idols  which   the 
facred  writers  efleemed  nothing  in  the  world  ;  why 
doth  his  lordfhip  affirm,  that  thefe  idols  are  devils, 
and  that  we  may  receive  damage  from  them  ? 

and 
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and  that  there  is   none  other  God  but  one. 
FOR  though  there  be  (amongft  the  Gen- 
tiles) that  are  called  Gods,  whether  in  hea- 
ven or  in  earth,  both  celeftial  and  terref- 
tial  ;  (as  there  be  gods  MANT,   and  lords 
MANTh9  that  is,  there  is  indeed  amongft 
the  Gentiles  a  vafi  multitude  of  reputed 
deities,  {omefovereign  in  their  refpe&ive 
provinces,  and  others  fubordinate,   but  all 
of  them  fuppofed  to  poffefs   real   power 
and  dominion.)    But  to  US  (that   is,  to 
Chriftians)  there  is  but  one  God,   the  Fa-> 
thert  of  whom  are  all  things,   and  we  in 
him  ;  and  one  Lord  jf 'ejus  Chrijl,  by  whom 
are  all  things,  and  we  by  him.     As  if  the 
apoftle  had  faid,  "  All  Chriftians,  if  they 
think  rightly,  muft  allow,  that  the  good 
and  evil  demons  of  paganifm  are  mere 

5  Le  Clerc  fuppofes  that  Paul  here  aflerts,  that 
there  are  gods  many  (in  heaven  God  and  his  angels)  j 
^nd  lords  many  (in  the  earth  magiftrates)  :  a  kn- 
timent  quite  foreign  from  the  defign  of  the  apoftle, 
and  well  refuted  by  Whitby  on  1  Cor,  viii.  5. 
Compare  Jerem,  ii.  28, 

nuK 
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nullities,  for  this  plain  reafon,  that  our 
religion  fuppofes  and  afferts  the  ible  do- 
minion of  Jehovah  and  his  Meffiah  over  the 
human  race,  and,  in  fo  doing,  utterly  fub- 
verts  the  claims  of  all  other  fuperior  beings 
to  interpofein  human  affairs.  If  demons 
have  any  power  over  mankind,  whether  it 
he  original  or  fubordinate,  or  can  do  them 
either  good  or  evil,  it  cannot  be  truly  af- 
firmed, that  they  have  no  other  God  or 
Lord  but  Jehovah  and  his  Chrift,  from 
whom  or  through  whom  are  all  things :.  for, 
on  this  fbppofition,  it  might  be  faid  with 
truth,  that  from  or  through  demons  are 
many  things,  and  that  they  are  fomething 
in  the  world.  We  cannot,  therefore,  but 
agree  with  you  in  your  main  principle, 
that  demons  are  nothing,  unlefs  we  re- 
nounce the  fundamental  article  of  the 
Chriftian  faith/' 

Such  was  his  zeal  for  this  principle, 
that  when  warning  thofe  Christians  againft 
theabufe  of  it,who  urged  it  as  a  plea  for  eat- 
ing 
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jing  things  offered  to  the  heathen  demons, 
and  even  for  affifting  at  feftivals  in  their 
honour,  he  thus  expreffeth  himfelP:  What 
fay  I  then  ?  that  the  idol  is  any  thing,   or 
that  which  is  offered  in  facrifice  to  idols  is 
any  thing?  "  Earneftly  as  I  amdiffuading 
you  againft  joining   with  the  Heathens 
in  the  facriflces  or  festivals  of  their  de-^ 
mons,  far  be  it  from  me  to   faggeft,  that 
theie  demons  have  any  degree  of  power, 
or  that  what  is  offered  to  them  fuffers  any 
real  pollution.     After  what  Ihavefaid  on 
this   fubjeel,  you  cannot   fufpedfc  me  of 
holding   any  fuch   opinion."    But  2 Jay, 
that  the  things  which  the  Gentiles  facrifice, 
they  facrifice  to  demons,  and  not  to  God;  and! 
would  not  that  ye  jhould  havefellowfiip  with 
demons.    "  My  meaning  is,  that  the  wor- 
fhip  of  the  Heathens  is  not  direded  to  the 
true  God,  but  to  their  own  deities,  whom 
they  fubftitute  in  his  ftead,  and  whom 
they  regard  as  real  deities :  and  it  muft 

*  1  Cor.  x.  19, 

be 
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be  very  unfit  for  Chriltians,  who  know 
that  they  are  nothing  in  the  world,  and 
that  there  is  only  one  God,  to  join  in  the 
worship  and  communion  of  falfegods  d,  or 
to  do  any  acl,  that,  by  fair  con  0  ruction, 
implies  their  having  a  religious  reverence 
for  them,  a  belief  of  their  power,  or  a  de- 
lire  of  their  favour  and  friendship6.  .  The 
apofcle  proceeds,  Ye  cannot  drink  the  cup 
of  the  Lord  and  the  cup  of  demons ;  ye  can- 
not be  partakers  of  the  Lords  table,  and 
the  table  of  demons.  "  You  cannot,  without 
great  abfurdity  and  felf-contradiction, 
pay  homage  to  Chrifl  as  the  only  Lord 
over  mankind,  by  celebrating  his  fupper, 
if  you  acknowledge  the  authority  of  other 
lords   and  agents    between   heaven    and 

•  «*  With  this  the  Corinthian  converts  were  juftly 
chargeable,  when  they  affifted  at  the  facrifices  of 
the  heathen  gods,  or  partook  of  the  facred  banquets 
in  their  temples;  the  gods  themfelves,  as  it  was  fup- 
pofed,  (having  in  the  common  feaft. 

e  The  fame  femiment  is  elfewhere  thus  exprefTed 
hy  the  apoftle,  IVhat  agreement  hath  the  tetnple  of 
Ged  ivith  Icloh  f  2  Cor.  vi,  16, 

earths 
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earth,  and  celebrate  fcftivals  in  their  ho- 
nour. If  you  acknowledge  their  claims* 
you  muft  deny  his  ;  if  you  admit  his,  you 
muft  give  up  theirs  V' 

The  apoftle  urges  feveral  other  confi- 
derations  to  difluade  them  from  eating 
promifcuoufly,  and  without  fcruple,  things 
offered  to  faJfe  gods  j  but  as  they  are 
chiefly  drawn  from  the  ill  effects  their 
example  might  have  upon  others,  who 
might  be  tempted  to  imitate  it,  though 
not  fully  perfuaded  of  the  lawfulnefs  of 
doing  it,  they  need  not  be  explained  in 
this  place.  It  is  very  obfervahle,  that, 
copioufly  as  the  apoftle  treats  this  fubjeel, 
he  never  once  makes  any  mention  of  the 
devil,  never  intimates  that  he,  or  any  mif- 
chievous  fpirits,  perfonated  the  heathen 
gods,  fupported  their  worflup,  and  were 

f  The  apoftle,  in  Hlce  manner,  taxes  the  Colof- 
fians  (chap.  ii.  19.)  with  not  holding  the  bead,  be- 
caufe  they  zuorjinpped  angels.  For  though  they  might 
allow  Chrift  to  be  the  chief  mediator,  yet  they  utterly 
fubverted  his  proper  claim  to  be  the  Cole  mediates 
between  God  and  man. 

them- 
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themfelves  in  reality  the  gods  of  the 
Heathens  ;  though,  had  he  thought  this 
to  be  the  cafe,  it  would  have  been  much 
to  his  purpofe  to  have  clearly  and  fully 
ftated  it,  in  order  to  give  proper  force  to 
his  argument  againft  celebrating  feftivals 
in  their  honour.  The  whole  reafoning 
of  St.  Paul  concerns  the  idols  and  demons 
of  the  Gentiles,  thofe  fpirits  whom  they 
regarded  as  gods  and  lords ;  and  whoever 
they  were,  the  apoftle  hath  not  urged  one 
argument  againft  eating  things  facrificed 
to  them,  that  fuppofes  or  implies  their 
having  any  degree  of  power  ;  but  urges 
quite  different  confiderations,  drawn  from 
the  circumftances  under  which  fome 
Chriftians  partook  of  thofe  facrifices, 
which  might  make  it  an  acft  of  religious 
honour  and  worfhip,  or  might  prove  a 
ftumbling-block  to  their  weak  brethren. 
He  grants,  that  things  offered  in  facrifice 
to  the  heathen  demons  underwent  no 
change,  and  that  no  man  was  either  bet- 
ter 
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ter  orworfe  for  partaking  or  not  partaking 

of  them.  He  alio  admits,  that  the  demons 

themfelves     were    mere    nothing ;     and 

(knowing  that   fome  Chriftians   at    that 

time  were  difpofed  to  afcribe  a  real  power 

to  thefe  demons,  and  probably  forefeeing 

the   fame  difpofition  in  others,  in   after 

ages)  (hews    that  the  nullity  of  demons 

was  a  juft  and  necefTary  inference  from 

that  fundamental  article  of  Chriftianity, 

there  being  but  one  God  and  one  Lord 

over  mankind.     The  reader  cannot  fail 

obferving,  that  St.  Paul  is  here  profefTed- 

ly  ftating  the  doctrines  of  the  Gofpel,  and 

the  idea  which  he  himfelf  had  of  them. 

Indeed,  he  elfewhere  reprefents  it  as  the 

main  defign  of  his  commiffion,  to  deftroy 

the  doctrine  of  demons,  or,  to  ufe  his  own 

words,  to  turn  men  from  thefe  vanities  unto 

the  living  God  \ 

From  the  whole  of  what  occurs  in  this 
fe&ion,  may  we  not  infer,  that  there  is 

1  A&s  xiv.  15.    Compare  1  ThefT.  i.  9. 

much 
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much  injuftice  in  reproaching  the  Scrip- 
tures with  countenancing  the  do&rine  of 
demoniacal  porTeflions  ?     Did  the  facred 
writers  flrft  introduce  this  doctrine  ?     It 
is  not  even  pretended  that  they  did.    Did 
they  ever  aflert  it  as  a  part  of  that  revela- 
tion which  they   were  divinely  commif- 
fioned  to  publish  to  the  world  ?     They 
could  not  thus  arlert  it  >  for  it  overturns 
the  main  doctrine  and  evidences  of  the 
Jewifh  and  Chriflian  revelations.    On  the 
contrary,  they  have  done  every  thing  they 
could  fitly   do,  to  baniili  it  out  of  the 
world,  by  carefully  inftructing  Chriftians 
in  the  abfolute  nullity  of  demons,  by  con- 
tinually inculcating  this  principle  upon 
them,  with  a  zeal  equal  to  its  great  im- 
portance,   and  by  eftablifhing  it  upon  the 
clearer!  evidence.     If  you  regulate  your 
judgment  concerning  demons  by  that  of 
the  writers  either   of  the  Old  pr  New 
Teflament,   you   mult  allow,   that  there 
never  was,  nor  can  be,  a  real  demoniac. 

C  H  A  P. 
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CHAP.     II. 

1  Proceed  to  folve  the  feveral  objections, 
which  have  been  urged  againfc  the 
foregoing  explication  of  the  Gofpel  de- 
moniacs. 

That  the  perfons  fpoken  of  in  the  New 
Teftament  as  demoniacs,  were  really 
fuch,  many  have  attempted  to  prove,  ift. 
From  what  was  fafd  and  done  by  the  de- 
moniacs themfelves.  2dly,  From  the  de- 
struction of  the  herd  of  fwine,  which  the 
demons  are  faid  to  have  entered,  and  Si- 
mulated to  an  inftantaneous  madnefs. 
And,  3dly,  From  the  expreffions  ufed  by 
our  Saviour  in  performing,  and  his  difci- 
pies  in  recording,  the  cure  of  demoniacs. 
Under  thefe  three  heads  may  be  compriz- 
ed all  the  objections,  drawn  from  the 
New  Teftament,  againft  the  doctrine  ad- 
vanced in  the  preceding  chapter. 

R  SECT. 
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SECT.     I. 

TDROM  what  was  faid  and  done  by  the 
demoniacs  themfelves,  fome  have  con- 
cluded, that  thry  were  infpired  and  affil- 
ed by  fuperior  agents,  fuch  as  demons 
are  commonly  fuppofed  to  be. 

It  mud,  however,  be  allowed,  (what 
feems  to  furnifh  a  prefumptive  argument 
again  ft  this  opinion)  that  the  New  Tefta- 
rnent  never  reprefents  the  language  and 
behaviour  of  the  demoniacs,  as  the  efFect 
and  evidence  of  a  fupernatural  agency.  We 
are  only  therefore  to  examine,  whether 
fuch  agency  can  be  juflly  and  certainly 
inferred  from  the  facts  themfelves. 

i .  It  is  pleaded,  that  the  demoniacs  knew, 
and  proclaimed,  J 'ejus  to  be  MeJ/lah™.  The 

m  Some  add,  that  the  demoniacs  afcribed  to  Chrifr, 
higher  charaSfers  than  other  perfons  did.  But  who- 
ever compares  their  refpe&ive  declarations,  will 
find  this  to  be  a  mi/take.  Compare  John  i.  49. 
iv.  42.  vii.  41.  xi.  27.  with  the  titles  afcribed  to 
Chrift  by  the  demoniacs.  Is  it  not  ftrange,  that 
Chriftians  fhould  refer  to  devils,  the  firft  difcovery 
of  the  divine  claims  of  the  Son  of  God  \ 
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man  with  an  unclean  fpirit  in  the  fyna- 
gogue  at  Capernaum,  faid,  What  have  we 
to  do  with  thee,  thou  J  ejus  of  Nazareth  ? 
1  know  thee  who  thou  art-,  the  holy  one  of 
Godn.  The  demoniac  in  the  country  of 
the  Gergefenes,  called  him  the  Son  of 
God0.  And  we  are  told,  that  demons'*  cried 
out,andfaid)  Thou  art  Chriji,  (theMerliah) 
the  Son  of  God p. 

The  general  expectation  of  the  coming 
of  the  Meffiah  at  that  time,  the  teftimony 
borne  to  Jefus  by  his  illustrious  forerunner, 
and  the  numerous  miracles  more  efpecial- 
ly  performed  by  Jefus  himfelf,  at  the 
commencement  of  his  public  miniftry, 
rendered  him  the  object:  of  univerfal  at- 
tention, propagated  his  fame  throughout 
all  Judea,  and  the  countries  bordering 
upon  it q,  and  created  in  the  Jewifh  peo- 

n  Lukeiv.  34.  Mark  i.  24,  °  Mat.  viii.  29. 

*   By  demons  we  are  here  to  underfland   demo- 
niacs.     See  below,  p.  50,  &c. 

p  Luke  iv.  41.  q  Mat.  iv.  23.  24. 

R  2  pie 
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pie  a  ftrong  perfuafion  that  he  was  the 
Meffiah.  Some  of  thefe  reputed  demo- 
niacs were  only  fubjecV  to  epileptic 
fitsr,  and  confequently  might  enjoy  the 
ufe  of  their  understandings,  like  other 
men,  when  thofe  fits  were  not  upon  them. 
The  other  demoniacs  were  madmen,  of 
whom  the  Jews  give  this  account  :  One 
while  they  are  mad9  another  while  they  are 
well :  while  they  are  mad,  they  are  to  be 
ejleemed  as  madmen  in  refpeSl  of  all  their  ac- 
tions ;  while  they  are  well,  they  are  to  be 
ejleemed  as  being  their  own  men  in  all  re- 
fpec~ls f.  Few  are  fo  little  acquainted  with 
perfonsof  this  fort,  as  not  to  know,  that 
very  frequently  their  diforder  is  not  only 
temporary,  but  partial,  not  affecting  their 
understandings,  naturally  quick*  except 
perhaps  on.  a  fingle   fubjecl:,  and  leaving 

r  This  feems  to  have  been  the  cafe  with  the  de- 
moniac at  Capernaum,  Luke  iv.  33.  See  above, 
p.  113. 

i  Lightfoot,  Hor.  Heb.  ad  Mat.  viii,  28. 
Compare  Dr.  Mead's  account  of  madnefs,  p.  67,  68. 

the  in 


of  the  New  Tc /lament*  245 

them  on  all  others  in   the  full   pofTefllon 
of  themielves. 

Now,  might  not  demoniacs,  long  before 
they  were,  feized  with  their  diforder, 
learn  in  common  with  others,  the  high, 
character  of  the  Median,  then  univerfally 
expected  ?  And  in  their  intervals  of  fa- 
nity,  fo  very  common  to  perfons  of  a 
disordered  understanding,  might  they  not 
hear  of  the  fame  of  Jefus  as  the  expected 
Meffiah,  which  was  fpread  in  all  places 
before  they  made  any  acknowledgement 
of  his  character  ?  It  is  indeed  fcarce 
poflible,  that  they  could  be  ignorant  of 
him,  becaufe,  in  general,  they  were  under 
no  confinement.  One  of  thofe,  whofe 
testimony  to  Chrift  is  particularly  men- 
tioned above,  was  in  the  fynagogue,  a 
place  of  public  wor/hip.  With  refpect  to 
another,  who  was  in  the  country  of  the 
Gergefenes,  it  cannot  feem  extraordinary 
that  he  fhould  be  acquainted  with  the 
character  and  fame  of  Jefus u,  if  we  con- 

*  It  hath  been  fuggefted  by  an  ingenious  friend, 
&  3  fider 


246  On  the  Demoniacs 

fider  that  Chrift  had  heretofore  preached 
upon  the  borders  of  his  country,  and  been 
followed  by  crouds  from  it,  who  would  not 
fail  to  publish  the  miraculous  cures  which 
Chrift  performed,  either  upon  themfelves, 
or  upon  others  in  their  prefence,  amongft 
whom  were  many  demoniacs  w.  We  are 
to  confider  farther,  that,  violent  as  this 
man's  diforder  was  at  certain  feafons,  he 
had  intervals  of  fanity  5  as  is  clearly  im- 
plied in  its  being  faid,  the  Jpirit  had  often- 
times x  caught  him :  for  if  his  diforder  often 
returned,  it  muft  have  often  left  himy. 

that,  by  the  fon  of  God,  this  demoniac  only  meaned 
a  godlike  man  ;  and  that  he  concluded  Chrift  to  be 
fuch  from  the  majefty  of  his  appearance,  and  the 
authority  with  which  he  fpoke.  (Mark  v.  8.)  Com- 
pare Mat.  xxvii.  54.  But  he  might  have  the  fame 
meaning  with  thofe  demoniacs  who  called  our  Lord 
the  Meffiah,  the  Son  of  God.    Luke  iv.  41. 

w  Mat.  iv.  24,  25. 

*  TIoXXoTg  x?°V0l?>  Luke  viii.  27. 

y  The  fame  thing,  perhaps,  is  implied  in  his  being 
often  hound.  Whenever  his  fits  were  obferved  to  be 
coming  on,  his  friends  attempted  to  confine  him, 
See  Dr.  Lardner's  Remarks  on    "Ward,    and    Mr. 

If 
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If  I  might  be  allowed  to  propofe  a  con- 
jecture, I  would  obferve,  that  perhaps  the 
demoniacs  would  run  into  the  common 
opinion  concerning  Jems  as  the  promifed 
Meffiah,  more  eagerly  than  perfons  of  a 
cooler  judgment;  the  latter  being  ftruck 
with   fome  contrary  appearances  in   his 
character,  (fuch  as  the  poverty  of  his  con- 
dition,  and   the  fpiritual   nature    of  his 
doctrine),  which  efcaped  the  attention  of 
the  former,  who,  for   this   reafon,   with 
greater  confidence  faluted  him  under  his 
high  character,  agreeably  to  the  firft  im- 
prefiion  which  his  miracles  made  on  the 
minds  of  all  men.     This   feems  to  me 
much  more  probable,  than  that  infernal 
fpirits  mould    freely  and  zealoufly  afTert 
the  divine  claims,  and  fpread  the  glory,  of 
Jefus  as  the  Meffiah. 

The  foregoing   obfervations   are,  in  a 
great  meafure,  applicable   to  the   cafe  of 

Mole  there  cited,  to  whom  the  public  is  indebted 
for  this,  and  the  foregoing  curious  and  important 
obfervation  with  refpect  to  this  demoniac. 

R  4  the 


248  On  the  Demoniacs 

thePythonefs  at  Philippi,  who,  for  feveraj 
days  together,  followed  Paul  and  his  comr 
panlons,  crying  out,  Thefe  men  are  the  fer- 
va?2ts  cf  the  Moji  HigH  God,  which  flew  unto 
us  the  way  offahatidn*.  Though  fhe  la- 
boured under  a  melancholy,  or  fome  fpe- 
cies  of  infanity  yfhe  might  be  informed, 
either  by  attending  the  preaching  of  St. 
Paul,  or  by  converfing  with  others;  what 
the  apoftle  and  his  companions  profeiTed 
themfelves  to  he.  The  ftrong  imprefiion 
which  this  information  made  upon  her 
mind,  will  eafiiy  account  for  this  woman's 
conduct  in  following  them  from  day  to 
day  in  the  manner  here  related ;  efpecial- 
ly  if  we  add,  that,  under  a  melancholy, 
the  mind  is  always  fixed  upon  one 
object.  The  honourable  teftimony  fhe 
bore  to  Paul  could  not  be  the  effect  of 
the  fpirit  of  Python  or  Apollo  ;  becaufe 
it  tended  to  difparage  himfelf,  and  the 
whole  tribe  of  heathen  deities.     If  you 

z  A&s  xvi.  17. 
,  a  Differt.  on  Mir.  275,  276,  and  above,  p.  106. 
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fay  it  was  the  devil  who  bore  this  teftimony 
to  Paul,  you  will  find  it  more  difficult 
ftill  to  account  for  this  zeal  for  truth  in 
the  father  of  lies;  becaufe  this  teftirnony, 
as  it  would  appear  to  proceed  from  one  of 
their  own  gods,  would  have  great  weight 
witn  the  Gentiles.  Nor  was  any  evil 
fpirit  conjirained  to  bear  this  teftirnony  to 
Paul ;  for  the  apoftle  was  grieved  at  it, 
and,  in  order  to  put  a  ftop  to  it,  cured  her 
diforder".  This  brings  us  to  examine 
another  objection  againft  our  idea  of  pof- 
feffions. 

2.  It  is  urged,  that  Chrift  commanded 
the  devils   {demons)   not  to  dif cover  him c, 

b  Acts  xvi.  18.  It  might  be  expelled  that  fome 
notice  fhould  be  taken  here  of  the  demoniac  at  E- 
phefus;  but  his  cafe  will  be  confidered  at  the  clofe 
of  this  feclion. 

c  Dr.  Warburton,  p.  221.  See  Mark  i.  23— 26. 
34.  iii.  12,  Luke  iv.  33,  34,  35,  41.  In  the  place 
laft  referred  to  here  we  read,  that  Jefus  rebuking 
them  (the  demons),  Juffered  them  not  to  /peak:  for 
they  knew  that  he  was  Chrift,  The  words  may  as 
well  be  rendered,  He  fufferedthem  not  to  fay,  that  they 
kuew  him  to  be  Chrifi,  or  the  Mefftah. 
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This  obje&on  properly  belongs  to  the 
third  general  argument  in  favour  of  real 
poffeffions,  and  is  introduced  here  only 
on  account  of  its  near  affinity  to  the  pre- 
ceding article. 

In  order  to  folve  this  difficulty,  it  will 
be  neceffary  to  recollect  the  idea  which 
the  ancients  entertained  concerning  de- 
moniacs. It  hath  been  obferved  already, 
that  the  demons  within  them  were  fup- 
pofed  to  occupy  the  feat  of  the  human 
foul,  and  to  perform  all  its  functions  in 
the  body.  During  his  poffeffion,  the  de- 
moniac himfelf  was  filent  -,  it  was  the  de- 
mon alone  that  ipoke  in  himd.     What- 

£  A  paffage  from  Plato,  full  to  our  prefent  pur- 
pofej  hath  been  referred  to  above,  p.  149,  note  (y). 
Lodaa  likewife,  when  fiating  the  common  opinion 
concerning  perfons  pcfieffed,  fays,  in  exprefs  terms, 
"The  patient  isjzlent ;  the  demon  returns  the  anfiuers  is 
the  qtteftims  thai  are  ajked:  O  ptlu  poaraji  aurt?  <rsa7ra.  9 
Sa.ift.mi  J!  a,7F0Titpt*tjrau9  lAX^w^wif,  n  ^af  tap^ccy,  x.  T.  X. 
Apollonius  thus  addrefies  a  youth  fuppofed  to  be 
poUeSed  :  z  «ru»  r&Zra.  uCpt^stf,  otXX*  0  da  >';&&».  Ncn 
tji  hacme  contumelia  afiicis,  fed  dsem'on.  PhiloiSrat. 
Vit.  Apollon.  p.  157.  ed.  Olear, 

ever 
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ever  was  done  hy  the  former  was  attri- 
buted to  the  impulfe  of  the  latter6.  De- 
moniacs were  not  onl)  regarded  by  others, 
but  generally  conceived  of  themfelves,  as 
fpeaking  and  acting  under  the  influence 
of  the  fnirits  by  which  they  believed 
themfelves  pofTefTed f,  or  as  being  thofe 
very  fpirits.  At  leaft,  every  thing  they 
faid  and  did  correfponded  to  their  appre- 
henfons  of  the  fentiments  and  inclina- 
tions of  the  indwelling  demons s,  being 
themfelves  indeed  (in  their  own  imagina- 
tion) nothing  more  than  their  organs  of 

e  Aaifiw  Ixavm  (re.  Daemon  te  agit.  Philoftrat. 
ubi  fupra.  Menaechmus,  under  the  character  of  a 
madman,  thus  addrefles  Bacchus  and  Apollo:  Bro- 
mie,  quo  me  in  fylvam  venatum  vocas  ?  Multa 
mihi  imperas,  Apollo.  Ecce,  Apollo,  denuo  ma 
jubes  facere  impetum,  Plaut.  Men.  act  v,  {c.  2. 
v.  82,   109,  115. 

f  See  the  paffage  from  Plautus  cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding note. 

g  Cuinam  haec  res  eft  fimilis  ?  homini  in  quo  eft 
fpiritus  malus,  et  opera  quag  facit  omnia  ex  ejus 
iententia  facit,  et  omnia  verba  quae  loquitur,  ex 
ejus  fententia  loquitur.     Pirke  Eliezer  13. 

fpeech 
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fpeech  and  action*.  Hence  the  demon 
and  the  demoniac  were"  often,  in  common 
fpeech,  confounded  together  ;  both  were 
defcribed  under  the  fame  term  %  and  the 
fame-act  was  referred  indifferently  to  either. 

St.  Chryfoflom,  ia  the  paiTage's  cited  from 

>      , .  . 

*  This  fully  appears  from  the  account  given  of 
the  demoniacs  in  the  New  Teftament.  They  ad- 
dress Jeftis  in  the  fame  manner  that  (to  their  appre- 
henfion);  demons  .would  have  done,  if  they  had  been 
prefent.  Either  confounding  -them/elves  with  de- 
mons, and.  fancying  themfelves  to  be  fuch  ;  or  elfe 
fpeaking  in  their  names,  and  under' their  rrnagined 
influence  •■'  they  beg  not  to  be  tormented  before 
the  time,  and  aflt  leave  to  enter  a  herd  of  fwine. 

b  In  that  pafiage  from  Plautus  (Mercator,  act.  v. 
fc.  4.  v.  20.)  Etiam  Ioquere  larva,  the  word  larva, 
which  properly  fignifies  a  ghoft,  feems  to  be  ufed  for 
the  madman  polfeffed  by  him.  Demon  feems  like- 
wife  to  have  been  ufed  by  the  Jews  in  the  fame 
manner.  When  fome  reproached  Chrift  with  having 
a  dematiy  and  being  mad-,  others  replied  in  his  vin- 
dication, Thcfe  are  not  the  words  of  a  demoniac  (Sxi- 
ffcoi»^o/t*£»«).  Can  a  demon  (that  is,  a  demoniac) 
epen  the  eyes  of  the  blind?  John  x.  20,  21.  Their 
meaning  was,  "  His  difcourfes  are  fober  and  ratio- 
nal ;  and  is  it  likely,  if  he  were  a  pofTeffed  perfon, 
or  a  madman,  that  God  would  impower  him  to 
perform  fuch  great  miracles  ?" 
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him  above  ',  at  one  time,  reprefents  the 
demons  as  laying  they  were  the  foul  offuch 
a  monk ;  though,  at  another  time,  he 
afcribes  this  to  the  demoniacs.  Inftances  of 
fame  manner  of  fpeaking  are  to  be  found 
in  the  Gofpel.  St.  Mark,  on  one  occafion, 
fays  k,  Unclean  Jpirits,  when  they  SAW 
Jefus,  FELL  DOWN 'before  him,  and 
CRIED ;  faying,  "Thou  art  the  Son  of  God. 
On  another  occafion  ',  fimilar  to  this,  the 
fame  evangelifl  reprefents,  not'the  unclean 
fpirit,  but  the  man  fuppofed  to  be  pof- 
feffed  by  him,  as  feeing  Jefus,  worf dipping 
him,  (or  falling  down  before  him  m,)  and  cry- 
ing. What  have  I  to  do  with  thee,  Jefus,  thou 
Son  of  the  Mojl  High  Godnf  In  the  fequel 
of  the  hiftory  of  this  demoniac,  we  are  told 
by  St.  Mark0,  thatiiTE  befought  Jefus  much, 
that  he  would  not  fend  them  away  out  of  the 
country.     By  St.  Luke  p,    in  the  parallel 

1  P.  51,  52.  k  Mark  iii.  11. 

1  Mark  v.  6,  7.  m  Luk,  viii.  28. 

Matthew  likewife,  chap.  viii.  28,  29.  and  Luke 
,  viii.  28.  agree  with  Mark, 

°  Chap.  v.  10.  p  Chap.  viii.  31* 
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paflage,  it  is  faid,  the  DEMONS  be/ought 
him,  that  he  would  not  command  them  to  go 
out  into  the  deep.  The  requeft  to  enter  the 
fwine  is,  by  the  three  evangelifts,  referred 
to  the  demons q.  On  all  thefe  occafions, 
the  demoniacs  were  the  only  perfons  who 
fpoke  to  Jefus  ;  of  them  alone  it  is  true, 
that  they  faw  him,  and  fell  down  before 
t  him.  Neverthelefs,  demoniacs  having 
been  anciently  confidered  as  the  mere  or- 
gans of  evil  fpirits,  it  was  no  uncommon 
thing  to  afcribe  to  the  latter  what  was 
faid  and  done  by  the  former.  The  evan- 
gelifts, we  have  feen,  adopted  this  phrafeo- 
logy,  and  referred  to  demons  the  adts  of 
the  demoniacs.  And  therefore,  when  they 
tell  us,  "  that  Jefus  fuffered  not  the  demons 
to  fay,  that  they  knew  him  to  be  the  Mef- 
liah,"  they  are  to  be  underftood  of  the  men 
poiTeffed  by  them.  Thefe  are  the  perfons 
who  published  Chrift's  character  -,  and,  on 

q  Matt.  viii.  31.  The  demons  befonght  him.  Mark 
v.  12.  Ml  the  demons  befought  him.  Luke  viii.  32. 
They  (the  demons)  befought  him* 

this 
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this  account,  might  he  enjoined  filence. 
If  you  dill  contend,  that  it  was  not  to  the 
perfon  poffefTed,  but  to  the  fpirit  fuppofed 
to  be  within  him,   that  Chrift   addreffed 
this  injunction;  yet   it  muft  be  defigned 
to  have  its  effect  upon  the  former,  rather 
than  upon  the  latter,    who  was  mod  ef- 
fectually filenced   by   being  ejected.     In 
reality,  it  is  a  matter  of  little  moment,  whe- 
ther the  reftraint  was  laid  on  the  demoniac?, 
or  not;  for  if  Chrift,  in  mere  conformity  to 
the  accuftomed  modes  of  fpeech  (as  will  be 
fhewn  below  in  the  third  fection)  com- 
manded demons  to  come  out-,  he  might, 
upon  the  fame  principle,  command  them 
to  bejilent.  Nor  was  any  thing  more  likely 
to  awe  the  demoniac  himfelf  into  imme- 
diate filence,  than  his  hearing  fuch  a  com- 
mand delivered  to  the  fpirits  that  (in  his 
opinion)  actuated  him,  by  one  fo  famed  as 
Jefus  was   for  his  power  of  controuling 
them.     The  language  was  adapted  to  his 
apprehenfions,    and  the  difturbed  ftate  of 
his  mind.    And  if  Chrift  faw  fit  to  fpeak 

to  him  at  all  in  that  ftate,  was  it  not  pro- 
per 
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per  to  fpeak  according  to  his  conceptions^ 
and  in  the  manner  moft  likely  to  be  at- 
tended with  fuccefs  ?  Indeed,  if  Chrift 
had  addreffed  the  demoniac,  he  would  ne- 
vertheiefs  have  been  confidered  as  fpeak- 
ing  to  the  demon  ;  as  appears  from  the 
following  facV  When  Jefus  alked  a  pof- 
fefled  perfonm,  What  is  thy  name?  the 
man,  conceiving  of  himfelf  as  an  evil 
fpirit,  or  as  being  merely  the  organ  of 
evil  fpirits,  regarded  the  queftion  as  pro- 
pofed  to  them,  and,  under  this  impreffion, 
replied,  My  name  is  legion, 

Chrift  forbad  his  own  immediate  drfci- 
ples  to  declare  him  openly  to  be  the  Me f- 
ifiah  n,  (leaving  men  to  colled:  it  at  leifufe 
from  the  evidence  that  was  fet  before 
them),  that  he  might  not  draw  after  him 
an  immenfe  croud  of  worldly-minded 
Jews0,  who  miftaking  the  nature  of  his 

m  He  afked  him,  cUvtov,  the  man,  not,  to  TsviZpa, 
to  dud^ocflov,  the  unclean  fpirit ,  whom  he  commanded  to 
tome  out  of  the  man.  Mark  v.  9.  See  alfo  Luke  viii.  30. 

n  Mat.  xvi.  20. 

0  From  the  fame  and  other  motives,  he  fome- 
times  forbad  the  publication  of  particular  miracles;. 

king- 
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kingdom,  were  difpofed,  and  had  once  at- 
tempted, to  take  him  by  force,  and  make 
him  a  kingp.  Perfons  of  fuch  a  temper 
were  not  prepared  to  receive  the  fpiritual 
doctrines  of  the  Gofpel ;  and  their  fol- 
lowing Chrift  in  large  crouds,  in  order  to 
advance  him  to  the  throne  of  David,  mud 
have  given  umbrage  to  the  Roman  go- 
vernment, or  at  leaft  afforded  the  Jewifh 
rulers,  filled  with  envy  and  hatred q  againft 
him,  an  opportunity  of  accufing  him  of 
fedition  and  treafon.  Now,  the  fame 
prohibition  which  Chrift  gave  to  his  own 
difciples,  (and  alfo  to  many  others*,)  it  was 

See  Hammond  on  Mat.  viii.  4.  Where  no  inconve- 
nience could  arife  from  it,  Chrift  required  the  publi- 
cation of  his  miracles,  as  in  the  cafe  of  the  Gadarene 
demoniac,  Mark  v.  19. 

p  John  vi. 

q  John  iv.  1,  3.   ix.  22. 

*  The  ftricl  charge  given  to  demons,  or  demo- 
niacs, not  to  make  him  known,  taken  notice  of 
Mark  iii.  11.  12.  was  at  the  fame  time  given  to 
the  multitudes  that  followed  him,  in  order  to  be 
healed,  (as  appears  from  Mat.  xii.  15,  16.)  and 
probably  therefore,  for  the  fame  general  reafon,  the 
S  equally 
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equally  proper  to  give  to  the  demoniac's, 
whofe  confident  perfuafion  of  his  being  the 
Meffiah,  and  warm  gratitude  to  him  for  the 
benefit  of  their  miraculous  cure,  would 
prompt  them  to  proclaim  their  exalted 
opinion  of  him. 

If  Chrifl;  had  any  peculiar  reafon  for 
checking  the  zeal  of  the  demoniacs,  it  pro- 
bably was  the  derlre  of  leaving  no  room 
for  the  fpecious  pretence,  that  there  was 
a  fecret  agreement  between  him  and  thofe 
evil  fpirits,  who  were  judged  to  be  fo  ea- 
ger in  applauding  him.  ChrifYs  refufal 
of  (what  was  deemed  to  be)  their  teftimo- 
ny,  is  a  full  proof  that  they  were  not  con- 
Jirained  by  God  to  bear  it  :  and  at  the 
fame  time  ferves  to  condemn  the  conduct 
of  thofe  impoftors  that  afterwards  fwarm- 
ed  in  the  Chriflian  church,  who  laid  fo 
great  a  ftrefs  upon  the  pretended  confejfion 
made  by  demons,  and  even  claimed  a  power 
of  extorting  it  againfl  their  inclination  and 

defire  of  preventing  all  tumult  and  diflurbance,  Mat. 
xii.  18,  19,  20. 

inte- 
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intereft.  The  frequent  and  confident  ap- 
peal to  thefe  confcifions,  which  the  Fa- 
thers make,  do  them  no  credit,  and  were 
without  doubt,  received  with  contempt 
by  men  of  understanding.  For,  if  demons 
are  wicked  and  lying  fpirits,  as  they  are 
generally  fuppofed  to  be,  they  are  much 
more  likely  to  fpeak  falfhood  than  truth. 
3.  Some  have  faid,  that  demoniacs 
could  not  be  mere  madmen,  becaufe 
they  argue  with  Chrifl  in  a  very  rational 
manner,  and  fpeak  to  better  purpofe  than  the 
bulk  of  thofe  who  were  in  their  fenfes. 

This  afTertion  being  chiefly  founded 
upon  the  behaviour  of  the  Gadarene  de- 
moniac r,  let  us  inquire  how  far  it  agrees 

r  Mat.  viii.  28.  Mark  v.  2.  Luke  viii.  27.  Mat- 
thew fpeaks  of  two  demoniacs  j  Mark  and  Luke 
take  notice  only  of  one,  who  was.  probably  the 
fiercer  of  the  two,  and  had  laboured  under  his  dis- 
order a  longer  time,  or  on  fome  other  account  was 
the  moft  remarkable.  He  belonged  to  the  neigh- 
bouring city,  (Luke  viii.  27.  and  Wetftenius  inloc.) 
and  was  probablv  a  man  of  note  and  fubftance 
there  ;  as  Dr.  Lardner  conjectures  in  his  Remarks 

S  2  with 
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with  the  fuppofition  of  his  being  directed 
and  affifted  by  fuperior  intelligences  in  all 
that  he  faid  and  did.  i.  When  the  demo- 
niacfaw  Jefus  afar  off,  he  ran f  to  meet 
him.  Was  not  this  conduct  abfurd  on 
the  common  hypothecs  ?  The  unclean 
fpirit  dreaded  nothing  fo  much  as  being 
expelled  and  tormented  by  Jefus;  and  yet 
haftens  into  his  immediateprefence,inftead 
of  flying  from  it.  2.  In  the  next  place,  the 
demoniac  fell  down  before  Jefus,  and  wor- 
Jhipped him\  Did  the  devil,  under  whofe 
influence  he  is  fuppofed  to  act,  hope,  by 
this  external  homage,  to  deceive  the  Son 
of  God  into  a  good  opinion  of  him,  or  to 
bend  him  to  a  compliance  with  his  propo- 
fals  ?  3.  When  Chrift  faid,  What  is  thy 
name  ?  how  ridiculous  is  the  anfwer,  in 
cafe  it  was  returned  by  the  unclean  fpirit, 
My  na?ne  is  legion  ;  for  we  are  many?  Sup- 
on  Dr.  Ward's  DifTertations,  p.  3.  See  alfo  his 
Cafe  of  the  Demoniacs,  p.  4,  5,   10. 

f  Mark  v.  6. 

{  Luke  viii.  28.  Mark  v.  6. 

pofe 
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pofe  that  in  a  large  army,  either  a  private 
foldier,  or  one  of  the  officers,  being  afked 
what  his  own  name  was,  mould  reply,  My 
name  is  army,  for  we  are  many;  what 
opinion  would  you  have  of  his  under- 
ftanding  ?  or  how  would  this  name  dif- 
tinguiih  either  the  foldier  or  the  officer 
from  all  the  other  foldiers  and  officers  in 
the  army u  ?  4.  More  abfurd  ftill  was  the 
behaviour  of  the  devil,  (if  he  was  the  de- 

u  It  is  very  aftonifhing  to  find  writers  of  found 
judgment  in  other  matters,  inferring  from  this  an- 
fwer  of  the  demoniac,  or  (as  they  fuppofe)  of  the 
devil,  that  the  madman  was  really  pofleffed  by  a 
great  multitude,  if  not  exactly  by  a  legion,  of  de- 
vils. Is  any  credit  due  to  the  father  of  lies  ?  Can 
there  be  a  better  reafon  for  difbelieving  any  thing, 
than  his  affirming  it  to  be  true  ?  Could  Chriftde- 
fign  to  bring  mankind  to  give  hhn  credit,  and  to 
receive  doctrines  upon  his  teftimony  ?  If  one  de- 
mon alone  can,  as  it  is  fuppofed  he  can,  deprive  a 
man  of  his  fight,  and  fpeech,  and  hearing,  and  of 
his  reafon  too,  and  do  all  this  in  a  moment,  why 
fliould  a  legion  of  demons  be  employed,  and  lofe 
that  time  which  they  might  have  fpent  in  doing 
mifchief  elfewhere  ? 

S  3  man 
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mon  here  fpoken  of)  when  Chriil  ordered 
him  to  come  out  of  the  man™,  of  whom  he 
had  taken  poffeffion.  One  moment  he 
difclaims  the  authority  of  Jefus,  and  re- 
fen  ts  his  undertaking  to  eject  him  :  What 
have  I  to  do  with  thee,  thou  Son  of  the  Mojl 
High  Godx?  The  very  next  inflant,  he 
acknowledges  his  power  over  him,  and 
intreats  him  not  to  exert  it:  Ibefeech  thee, 
J  adjure  thee  by  God,  that  thou  torment  me 
not.  Immediately  after,  he  upbraids  and 
reproaches  him,  and,  at  the  fame  time, 
appears  to  expect  fome  effects  of  his 
difpleafure,  Art  thou  come  hither  to  tor- 
ment us  before  the  time7?  He  hath  re- 
courfe  again  tofupplication,  and  befeeches 
Chrift,  that  he  might  not  befent  away  out 
of  the  country z,  nor  commanded  to  go  out  in- 

w  Luke  viii.  29.  Mark  v.  8. 

*  Luke  viii.  28.  Mark  v.  7. 

y  Mat.  xxviii.  29.  The  time  here  referred  to 
is  commonly  thought  to  be  that  of  the  day  of  judg- 
ment, (2  Pet.  ii.  4.  Jude  vi.)  which  was  confidered 
as  the  feafon  appointed  for  the  punifhment  of  all 
evil  fpirits.      See  Rev.  xx.  10,  15. 

Mark  v.  10.  to 
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to  the  deep'3.  To  the  devil,  we  are  told, 
the  whole  world  is  but  one  place c.  Why 
then  doth  he  dread  a  temporary  baniili- 
ment  from  fo  fmall  a  fpot  as  the  country 

Luke  viii.  31.    By    the  deep    or   abyfs,   we   are 
moft    probably    to    underftand   the    place    allotted 
to    the    wicked,     in     the    interval    between    their 
death  and  the  final  judgment,    called  the  pit  of  the 
abyfs,  (ppUprrts  a'SuVm*,   Rev.  ix.  I,  2,  and  the  abyfs, 
v.  11.      See  alfo  chap.   xx.    1,  2,  3.       This  place 
is  called  their  prifon,  1  Pet.  iii.  19.      Here  they  are 
referved  unto  judgment ,    2  Pet.   ii.  4.       SeeWhiiby 
on  this  place,  and  above,  p.  213,  and  Jude  v.  6.    It 
was  the  opinion  of  the  Jews,  that  thefe  evil  fpirits 
were  on  fome  occafions  releafed  from  their  confine- 
ment, and  fuffered  to  wander  upon  the  earth  till  the 
end  of  the  world.      Perhaps,    what    the  demoniac, 
confidering  himfelf  as  the  mere  organ  of  an  indwel- 
ling demon,    dreaded,   (though  without  any  vifible 
reafon)  was  the  being  remanded  back  to  this  prifon 
fooner  than  he  mould  otherwife  have  been  ;   or  the 
being  puhifhed  before  the  day  of  judgment.       Ac- 
cording to  this  interpretation  of  the  deep,  the  demo- 
niac, it  may  be  thought,  fpeaks  in  character.      By 
the  deep,  according  to  fome,  we  are  to  underftand 
the  fea.       In  favour  of  this  application  of  the  word 
here,  it  may  be  pleaded,  that  nothing  is  too  abfurd  to 
come  from  a  madman. 

c  Totus  orbis  ill  is  locus  unus.eft.  Tertullian,  p. 
23.  Rigalt.  Paris,  1641. 

S  4  of 
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of  Gadara  ?  Why  is  he  fo  uneafy  at  being 
caft  out  of  one  man,  if  he  hath  the  power 
of  entering  another  ?  Why  doth  he  fear 
being  fent  into  the  deep  or  abyfs  f  What- 
ever idea  he  had  of  this  place,  he  depre- 
cates an  evil  he  had  not  been  threatened 
with  j  and  which,  had  it  been  threatened, 
he  could  not  hope  to  avert  by  his  inter- 
ceffion  ;  efpecially  if  he  afked,  as  fome 
fuppofe  he  did,  for  leave  to  continue  in  that 
country,  only  for  the  fake  of  oppofing 
Chrift?  What  is  ftill  more  extraordina- 
ry, while  under  a  dread  of  Chrift,  as  his 
judge  and  avenger,  who  could  have  re- 
manded him  to  the  abyfs  for  his  paft 
crimes,  he  afks  for  leave  to  do  farther 
mifchief,  and  to  enter  into  a  large  herd  of 
fwine;  defirous,  it  is  pretended,  to  bring 
an  odium  upon  Jefus,  as  the  author  of  the 
mifchief.  Could  the  devil  expecl:  fuch  a 
requeft  to  be  granted  ?  Laftly,  when  he 
had  procured  for  himfelf  and  his  affoci- 
ates  the  quarters  he  defired,  why  did  he, 
by  deftroying  the  fwine,  lay  himfelf  and 

his 
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his  legion  under  a  neceflity  of  feeking  new- 
ones,  which,  he  acknowledges,  were  not 
to  be  had  in  that  country  without  the 
confent  of  our  Saviour  ?  Nay,  he  feems 
to  have  afked  leave  to  enter  the  fwinewith 
a  farther  view,  viz.  to  prevent  his  being 
fent  immediately  to  the  place  of  punish- 
ment. How  abfurd  then  was  it  wilfully 
to  expofe  himfelf  to  the  evil  he  depre- 
cated, by  drowning  the  whole  herd? 
Would  you,  if  you  were  in  your  fenfes, 
pull  down  your  houfe,  in  which  you  wish- 
ed, and  were  allowed  to  live,  if  you  knew 
that,  whenever  it  was  deftroyed,  you 
lhould  for  fome  paft  crime,  be  confined 
in  a  dreadful  dungeon,  and  fuffer  upon  the 
rack  ?  On  the  whole,  I  am  not  able  to 
difcern,  in  any  part  of  the  demoniac's  be- 
haviour, the  figns  of  extraordinary  faga- 
city,  fuch  as  mark  the  agency  of  a  fpirit 
of  celeftial  origin  ;  and  therefore  can  fee 
no  reafon  to  believe,  that  any  fuch  fpirit 
made  ufe  of  the  organs  of  the  man  to  carry 

on  a  converfation  with  Jefus, 

On 
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On  the  contrary,   the  behaviour  of  the 
demoniac,  from  the  view  we  have  already 
taken  of  it,   appears  to  be  that  of  a  mad- 
man, agreeably  to  the  exprefs  reprefenta- 
tion  of  him  in  the  hiflory  d.     Nor  is  any 
one  circumftance   mentioned   concerning 
him  inconiiftent  with  this  reprefentation. 
Here  it  mould  be  obferved,  that  it  was  a 
common  opinion  amongft  the  Jews,  if  not 
amongft  all  the  people  of  the  Eaft,  in  the 
belief  of  which  the  Gadarene  demoniac 
mud  have  been  educated,  that  the  punim- 
ment  of  the  fpirits  of  wicked  men  would 
not  be  completed  till  the   day  of  judg- 
ment".    It  muft  be  obferved  farther,  that 
Jems  had  been  long  famed  for  expelling 
demons,  and  thereby  exertifing  an  abfo- 
lute  power  over  them.     Nor  is  there  any 
reafon  to  fuppofe,  that  this  demoniac  was 
a'  ftranger   to   his  fame  in  this  refpecl f  : 
for,    though    a    confiderable    time    had 
elapfed  fince  his  firn:  feizure  with  madnefs, 
yet  his  diforder  only  returned  at  certain 

d  See  above,  chap.  I,  p.  ioo,  &c. 
e  See  Job  xxvi.  5.  explained  above,  p.   211,   and 
p.  262,  263. 

[  See  above,  chap.  II.  p,  245. 
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feafons,  with  intervals  of  fanity  between 
themg.  Every  one  knows,  that  madmen 
are  often  diftinguimed  by  the  quicknefs 
and  acutenefs  of  their  natural  parts.  Their 
lucid  intervals  fometimes  lad  for  a  confi- 
derable  time  ;  and,  in  ibme  cafes,  a  fingle 
moment  makes  a  van:  alteration.  Even 
tinder  their  diforder,  they  fometimes  fay 
things  furprifingly  juft,  far  more  fo  than 
any  thing  laid  by  the  Gadarene  demoniac. 
They  reafon  rightly  from  wrong  princi- 
ples, and  appear  both  raving  and  fober  at 
the  fame  time,  efpecially  on  different  fub- 
jects.  We  muft  add,  that  the  unhappy- 
man,  whole  cafe  we  are  confidering,  being, 
like  other  demoniacs,  ftrongly  tinctured 
with  the  common  opinion  about  polTef- 
fions,  fancied  himfelf  really  poffeffed1 ; 
nay,  fometimes  (as  was  ufual  in  fuch  cafes) 
perfonated  the  demon  by  whom  he  thought 
himfelf  infpired,  and  fpoke  as  if  he  was 
himfelf  that  very  demon.  Now,  his  con- 
duel:  is  the  natural  refult  of  the  principles 

2  P.  246. 

1  This  is  jufliy  reckoned  as  a  fymptom  of  ma3- 
nefs  by  P.  /Egineta,    cited  by  Wetftein,  v,  i.  p. 

2«I. 
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and  impreffions  here  explained,  and  of  a 

difordered  understanding. 

Perceiving  at  a  diftance  the  company, 
at  the  head  of  which  was  Jefus,  the  de- 
moniac, then  in  the  height  of  his  diforder, 
ran  to  them\  as  he  was  wont  to  do  to  all 
paffengers,  whom  he  was  eager  to  affault : 
for  wearetold,  thathe  was  exceedingjierce, 
Jo  that  no  man  might pajs  that  way  K  Our 
Lord  obferving  his  approach,  faid,  Come 
cut  of  the  man,  thou  unclean  fpir it '* :.  This 
language  is  by  two  evangelifts  exprefly 
affigned  as  the  reafon  of  the  demoniac's 
addrefs  to  Chrift  \   and  confequently  was 

&  Mark  v.  6. 

5  Mat.  viii.  28.  Similar  examples,  were  they 
wanted,  might  be  found  in  Wetften.  in  loc.  p*  354. 
Thefe  demoniacs  were  chiefly  dangerous  to  Gran- 
gers, who  paffed  pretty  near  the  tombs,  whence  they 
might  be  fuddenly  and  unexpectedly  aflaulted.  The 
fwine-herds,  though  at  no  very  great  diftance, 
might  have  no  apprehenfion  of  danger,  either  on 
account  of  their  own  fuperior  numbers,  or  on  ac- 
count of  their  former  fuccefs  againft  the  madmen, 
who  are  not  wont  to  renew  their  affault  upon  thofe 
by  whom  they  have  been  once  feverely  handled. 

*  Mark  v.  8.  Luke  viii.  29. 

1  For  he  had  commanded  the  undaiti__JJpifit    to   CQfflS 
cut  of  the  man.  Luke  viii.  29.  Mark  v.  8. 
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prior   to   it.     Hence   the  demoniac  con- 
cluded, that  the  peribn  who  addrefled  him 
was  the  fame  who  was  fo  famed  all  over 
Judea  for  his  power  over  demons,  and  he 
ivorjhippedj  or fell 'down  before  him,  acknow- 
ledging him  to  be  the  Son  of  Godm.    It   is 
obfervable,  that  fome  fpace  of  time  inter- 
vened between  the  command  of  Chrift 
and  the  cure  of  the  demoniac,  though,  on 
other  occafions,   his  commands   were  in- 
ftmitly  obeyed.     Here  the  execution  of  it 
was  fufpended,  and  a  converfation  carried 
on  with  the  demoniac,  to  give  the  fpecta- 
tors,  who  were  Grangers  to  him,   an  op- 
portunity of  deliberately  obferving  his  vi- 
fage   and   behaviour,    (which  manifefted 
the  great  diforder  of  his  mind)  as  well  as 
to  prepare  the  way  for  the  event  that  im- 
mediately fucceeded  the   cure  of  the  de- 
moniac.    No  fooner,  however,  did  Chrift 
fay,  Come  out,  thou  unclean  fpirit,  than  the 
demoniac  was  awed  and  checked  n,   as  it 

m  Markv.  7.Lukeviii.28.  Compare  John  ix.  35-38. 
*  His  awe  of  Chrift  might  be  owing  to  fome  fu- 

was 
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was  neceffary  he  fhould,  to  prevent  his 
doing  mifchief  to  the  company.  But, 
inftead  of  rejoicing  in  the  hope  of  deli- 
verance from  his  prefent  mifery,  and  be- 
ing thankful  to  Jefus  for  the  favour  de- 
figned  him,  he  conceives  himfelf  injured, 
is  difpleafed,  and  remonftrates :  What 
have  1  to  do  with  thee,  thou  Son  of  the  Moft 
High  God?  Believing  himfelf  to  be  an 
evil  demon,  or  that  he  was  actuated  by  a 
demon  fpeaking  in  and  by  him,  he  feels  a 
dread  of  Chrifl's  power  -,  and,  in  the  name 
of  the  demon,  or  his  own,  he  befeeehes  and 
adjures  Chrift  not  to  torment  him°.     He 

pernatural  imprefiion,  or  elk  be  the  mere  e(Fe£t  of 
Chrift's  rebuke.  It  is  well  known,  that  even  the 
fierceft  madmen  are  Hable  to  ftrong  imprefiions  of 
fear>  and  are  often  reftrained  by  threatenings.  See 
Mead's  Med.  Sacr.  p.  79,  80.  The  following  ac- 
count is  given  by  Aetius,  iii.  8,  9.  de  Melancholia  : 
TiyvoxrvA  Si  ol  txtoAXqi  tuv  psXccy^oXixoov  JnAoi.  In 
the  cafe  before  us,  the  demoniac  was  certainly 
much  afraid  of  Chrift  ;  and,  on  this  account,  it  is 
probable,  forbore  to  aflault  the  company. 

0  it  is  difficult  to  determine  the  precife  ideas  of 
the  madman,  when  he  befought  Chrift  not  to  torment 

pleads 
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pleads  with  him,  that  the  time  appointed 
for  the  punimment  of  wicked  fpirits  was 

him  before  the  time,  Mat.  viii.  29.  T  cannot  forbear 
to  mention  Wetftein's  interpretation  of  this  pafTage, 
which  may  deferve  to  be  examined.  Non  quod 
aliquando  tempeftivum  eflet  torqueri,  fed  ita  loquun- 
tur  maniaci  ;  recordabantur,  quomodo  vi  ct  vincu- 
lis  conftricli,  modo  medicamentum  ingratum  Sc  pur- 
gans  bibere,  modo  venae  feclionem  pati,  &  ad  prs- 
fcriptum  medici  vivere  fuerint  coacli,  quibus  fimila 
metuebant.  That  maniacs  were  anciently  treated 
with  great  feverity,  appears  from  the  teftimonies 
produced  by  Wetftein,  p.  35c,  and  from  Celfus, 
lib.  iii.  cap.  18,  who  recommends  punifhing  fuch. 
of  them  as  do  mifchief  with  hunger,  chains,  and 
frripes.  What  was  dreaded,  feems  to  be,  not  fuch 
treatment,  but  the  being  fent  to  the  abyfs«  Compare 
the  language  of  another  demoniac  parallel  to  this: 
Art  thou  come  to  deftroy  us  ?  Aiark  i.  24.  Luke  i v.  34. 
It  is  very  remarkable,  that  not  only  this  demo- 
niac, but  others,  (Mark  i.  24.)  exprefs  great  per- 
turbation at  the  fight  of  Chrift,  and  the  apprehen- 
fion  of  being  cured.  If  you  fay  it  was  the  devil  who 
exprefTed  this  perturbation  ;  I  anfwer,  Why  then 
did  he  not  immediately  withdraw  himfelf  from  the 
prefence  of  Chrift,  and  enter  and  torment  perfons  at 
a  diftance  ?  It  is  certain,  that  the  demoniacs 
fpeak  as  if  they  themfelves  were  demons  ;  and 
they  might  fancy  themfelves  really  fuch,  more 
naturally  than  fancy  their  being  many  other  things. 

not 
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not  yet  come  5  and  feemingly  upbraids 
him  with  an  intention  of  inflicting  that 
punifhment  before  the  time.  Then  drop- 
ping the  thought  of  *he  day  of  judgment, 
he  expects  fome  marks  of  difpleafure  im- 
mediately 1  what  he  could  not  tell,  whe- 
ther being  banifhed  from  that  country,  or 
drowned  in  the  fea,  or  fent  to  the  abyfs.  Our 
Saviour,  to  give  the  fpectators  a  ftill  farther 

Cselius  Aurelian.  Morb.  Chron.  i.  5.  de  Mania: 
Furens  alius  fe  pafTerem  exiftimavit,  alius  gallum 
gallinaceum,  alius  fidlile,  alius  laterem,  alius  deum. 
And  P.  iEgineta,  iii.  14,  de  melancholia  et 
infania,  et  his  qui  numine  aiHati  putantur  :  Putant 
aliqui  fe  animalia  bruta  efle,  et  illorum  voces  irni- 
tantur  :  aliqui  vero  vafa  teftacea  fe  efTe  putant,  et 
ne  frangantur  timent.-—  Quidam  vero  etiam  putant, 
fe  ab  aliquibus  majoribus  poteflatibus  impeti. 

Now,  a  madman,  who  conceived  himfelf  to  be  a 
demon,  or  who  reprefented  one,  being  accommodat- 
ed, as  he  thought,  with  a  fuitable  habitation,  and 
believing  that  Jefus  was  that  extraordinary  prophet 
who  call  out  demons,  might  be  (as  the  demoniacs 
of  the  Gofpel  were)  greatly  terrified  at  Jefus's  ap- 
proach, left  he  mould  be  expelled  by  him,  and  per- 
haps fubje&ed  to  fome  additional  or  premature  pu- 
nifhment.    See  above,  p,  262,  263, 

iuft 
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opportunity  of  obferving  the  height  of  his 
diffraction,  as  well  as  for  the  other  reafon 
juft  now  mentioned,  continued  the  con- 
verfation,  and  aiked  him,  What  is  thy 
name^?  He  anfwered,  like  a  madman, 
who  thought  himfelf  poffeiTed  with  a  mul- 
titude of  demons,  or  that  he  was  one  of 
the  number,  My  name  is  legion  ;  for  we  are 
many,  more  than  fix  thoufand.  He  could 
not  know  that  he  was  pofTefTed  by  a  lingle 
demon,  much  lefs  that  he  was  pofferTed  by 
a  vaft  multitude  of  demons  j  but  he  fpoke 
what  his  diforder  fuggefted  ;  and  either 
fancied  himfelf  to  be  a  legion  of  demons, 
or  to  be  actuated  by  a  legion.  He  con- 
founds himfelf  with  thofe  fpirits  under 
whofe  influence  he  fuppofed  himfelf  to 
fpeak  and  act. 

*  This  queftion,  in  any  other  view  than  that  here 
pointed  out,  feems  liable  to  many  other  objections 
befides  thofe  mentioned  by  RoufTeau  in  the  intro- 
duction. Would  Chrift  afk  the  devil  his  name  ? 
In  what  language  did  he  expect  an  anfwer  ?  For 
whofe  information  could  that  anfwer  be  defigned  ? 
See  above,  p.  260. 

T  Ju& 
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Juft  at  this  inftant,  as  his  eyes  wandered, 
he  difcerned  at  fome  diftance  a  herd  of 
fwine  ;  and,  agreeably  to  the  falfe  appre- 
henfions  he  had  of  himfelf,  faid,  If  thou 
caft  us  out,fuffer  us  to  go  away  into  the  herd 
of  fwine.  A  ftrange  requeftfor  an  immate- 
rial being,  a  pure  fpirit,  and  one  of  celef- 
tial  origin,  to  make !  but  not  at  all  unfuit- 
able  to  the  character  of  a  madman,  that 
fancied  himfelf  to  be,  or  that  fpoke  in  the 
name  of,  an  unclean  fpirit,  who,  next  to 
tombs  defiled  by  the  bodies  of  dead  men, 
could  find  out  no  habitation  more  unclean, 
or  more  conformable  to  his  ideas  of  him- 
felf, than  the  body  of  a  fwine  r. 

Were  it  poflible  to  find  out  a  rational 
meaning  for  every  thing  faid  by  the  de- 
moniac, even  this  would  not  prove  that 
he  fpoke  by  the  fuggefHon  of  the  devil ; 
for  madmen  fometimes  fay  things  furpriz- 

r  Cum  putarent,  fe  immundos  efTe  fpiritus,  non 
potuerunt  aptius  domicilium  fibi  eligere  pofl:  fepul- 
chra  quam  porccs.  Jalkut  Rubeni  f.  10.  2.  Anima 
idolatrsirum  quae  venit  a  fpiritu  immundo,  vocatur 
porcus.    Wetftein  on  Mat.  viii.  31. 

ingly 
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ingly  juft,  which  is  far  from  being  the  cafe 
with  this  demoniac,  whole  whole  conduct 
feems  to  me  to  correfpond  precifely  to 
that  of  a  mere  madman,  under  thole  im- 
prefllons  which  he  had  received  from  edu- 
cation, and  the  information  he  gained  in 
the  intervals  of  his  fanity.  But  the  truth 
is,  that  interpreters,  to  fupport  a  favourite 
hypothecs,  afcribe  to  him  fenfe  and  faga- 
city  more  than  human,  though  the  hiflo- 
ry  itfelf  will  warrant  us  to  pronounce  him 
difordered  in  his  underftanding  -,  and  they 
force  a  rational  conduction  upon  the  very 
circumftances,  which  feem  to  have  been 
mentioned  by  the  evangelifts  with  no 
other  view  than  to  illuflrate  his  infanity* 
4.  It  hath  been  alledged,  that  demoniacs 
difcovered  more  than  human  ftrength. 
This  allegation  is  chiefly  fupported  by 
the  cafe  of  the  demoniac  under  the  fore- 
going article,  who  had  been  often  bound 
with  chains  and  fetters,  and  had  as  often 
broke  themf. 

I  Mark  v.  3,  4. 

Ta  The 
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The  ancients,  perhaps,  were  lefs  flcil— 
ful  than  the  moderns  in  the  methods  of 
confining  fuch  unhappy  perfons ;  and 
who  is  ignorant  that  mere  madmen  difco- 
ver  very  amazing  flrength  l,  from  an  ex- 
traordinary flow  of  animal  fpirits,  or  from 
fome  other  caufe,  efpecially  in  the  moft 
violent  paroxyfms  of  their  diforder  ?  But 
fo  great  is  the  force  of  prejudice,  as  to 
make  the  plaineft.  fymptoms  of  a  natural 
difeafe,  proofs  of  the  interpofition  of  fu- 
perior  beings. 

I  cannot  conclude  this  fe&ion  without 
taking  notice  of  the  cafe  of  the  demoniac 
at  Ephefus,  who  is  thought  to  have  given 
proofs  both  of  power  and  knowledge  more 
than  human.  To  the  Jewifh  exorcifls, 
who  took  upon  them  to  call  over  thofe  that 
had  evil  fpirits  the  name  of  the  Lordjefus, 
the  evilfpirit  (that  is,  the  man  who  was 

1  Caflii  Problem.  61.  Cur  phrenetici  et  furiofi 
in  paroxyfmis  robuftiores  funt,  virefque  habent  auc- 
tas  ?  Wetftein  on  Mat.  viii.  p.  355.  See  alfo  p. 
354>  W* 

fup- 
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fuppofed   to   be  po/TefTed  by  him*)  /aid, 
ye/us  I  know,  and  Paul  I  know  ;  but  who 
are  ye  t    The   hiftorian    adds,     And  the 
man   in    whom  the  evil  fpirit  was,    leapt 
upon  them y    and  overcame  them u.     Before 
this  event,  St.  Paul,  for  the  fpace  of  two 
years,  had  cured  all  forts  of  difeafes,  and 
ejected  demons,  in  the  name  of  Jefus,   at 
Ephefus  :   how  then  could  this  demoniac 
be    ignorant    either  of  Jefus   or   Paul  ? 
Moreover,  the  demoniac  finding  that  cer- 
tain Jewim  impoftors  vainly  pretended  to 
the  power  of  expelling  demons,  and  fancy- 
ing himfelf  to  be  a  demon,  or  pofTefTed  by 
one,  his  indignation  and  rage  (accelerating 
the  motion  of  his  blood  and  fpirits,)  fup- 
plied  him  with  new  ftrength,  and  he  af- 
faulted  and  vanquished  the  exorcifts,  who 
were  not  prepared  to  make  a  defence,  and 

*  We  have  here  a  new  proof,  that  the  demon 
or  evil  fpirit  is  fometimes  put  for  the  demoniac. 
See  above,  p.  250,   &c. 

"  A£ts  xix.  10 — 17. 

T  3  were 
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were  difgraced  and  difpirited  by  the  public 
detection  of  their  impofture.  The  difap- 
pointment  and  difgrace  of  thefe  magicians 
ferved  to  vindicate  the  credit  of  St.  Paul's 
miracles,  to  create  an  high  reverence  of 
Jefus,  in  confirmation  of  whofe  divine  au- 
thority they  were  performed,  and  to  deter 
others  from  profaning  his  facred  name, 
by  ufing  it  only  as  a  charm  *l 

*  Hence  it  appears,  that  if  this  demoniac  was 
aflifted  by  a  fupernatural  power,  this  affiftance 
mufl  have  proceeded  from  God,  not  from  the  evil 
fpirit,  who  could  have  no  other  aim,  that  to  leffen 
the  credit  both  of  our  Saviour  and  his  apoftle. 
Nor  could  a  difplay  of  the  power  of  the  demon  on 
this  occafion,  produce  any  other  effe£t,  than  creat- 
ing a  fufpicion  in  the  people,  that  Jefus  and  Paul 
were  confederates  with  himfelf.  If  with  this  ma- 
licious view,  he  was  willing  to  bear  teftimony  to 
Chrift,  what  occafion  was  there  for  being  compelled 
to  bear  it  by  God  ?  and  would  God  favour  his  ma- 
licious views  ?  The  occurrence  related,  feems  to 
have  been  providentially  defigned  to  bring  difgrace 
upon  the  Jewifh  exorcifts,  and  thereby  to  anfwer 
the  purpofes  mentioned  above, 

The 
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The  more  carefully  I  examine  the  lan- 
guage and  behaviour  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  demoniacs,  the  more  difficult  doth 
it  appear  to  me  to  draw  from  them  a  proof 
of  the  reality  of  demoniacal  pofleffions. 
I  cannot  difcover  in  them  clear  and  cer- 
tain marks  of  the  interpofition  of  any  fu- 
perior  agents,  much  lefs  of  infernal  fpirits, 
who  certainly  could  have  no  great  zeal  to 
afTert  the  honour  of  their  enemy  and 
avenger.  In  a  word,  if  you  will  afcribe 
the  conduct  of  the  demoniacs  to  the 
agency  of  demons,  you  rauft  allow  that 
the  latter  acted  out  of  character,  and  were 
as  mad  as  the  demoniacs  themfelves  could 
be. 


T  4  SECT. 
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SECT.      II. 

A  Farther  argument  in  favour  of  real 
"*"  poiTeffions  is  taken  from  the  deftruc- 
tion  of  the  herd  of  fwine,  which  the  de- 
mons are  faid  to  have  entered,  and  ftimu- 
lated  to  inftantaneous  madnefsw.  This 
cafe  is  conlidered  by  fome  as  a  decifive 
proof  of  the  power  of  demons,  both  over 
the  human  and  brutal  race,  and  is  thought 
even  to  have  been  purpofely  defigned  by 
Providence,  to  convince  us  of  this  prin- 
ciple, and  to  refute  the  oppofite  opinion. 

To  enervate  this  argument,  Dr  Sykes 
fuggefted",  and  Dr.  Lardner7  ftrenuoufly 
contended,  that  the  fwine  were  frighted  by 
the  two  madmen,  and  fo  driven  down  the 
precipice  into  the  fea.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  advocates  of  the  common  hypothecs 

*  Mat.  viii.  30.  Mark  v.  11.  Luke  viii.  32. 

x  Inquiry,  p.  52. 

y  Cafe,  p.  17,  1 01.    and  Remarks  on  Dr.  Ward, 

infift 
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infift  upon  it,  (to  my  apprehenfion,  with 
great  reafon,)  that  it  was'  impolTible  for 
two  nun,  however  fierce,  to  put  fo  vaft  a 
herd  of  fwine  as  two  thoufand  into  mo* 
tion  in  an  inftant,  and  to  caufe  them  all  to 
rufh  with  violence  down  a  precipice  into 
the  fea  j  fwine,  contrary  to  the  nature  of 
mod  other  animals,  running  different 
ways  when  they  are  driven2.  But  this 
part  of  the  controverfy  might  well  be 
Ipared  -,  it  not  appearing  from  the  hiflory, 
that  the  men  ever  fell  upon  the  herd,  or 
made  any  attempt  to  drive  them  into  the 
fea.  Nay,  the  hiftory  exprefly  refers  their 
deftruction  to  a  different  caufe  from  the 
behaviour  of  the  madmen. 

To  underftand  the  true  (late  of  the 
Cafe,  which  doth  not  feem  to  have  been 
attended  to  by  the  writers  on  either  fide 

2  Not  to  add,  that  it  was  next  to  impoffible, 
that  thefe  two  men  fhould  overcome  all  thofe  who 
tended  the  fwine  ;  especially  as,  in  order  to  eompafs 
the  herd,  they  muft  have  feparated  from  each  other. 
And  indeed  had  they,  under  the  influence  of  their 
cliforder,  driven  the  fwine  into  the  fea,  it  is  firange 
they  did  not  follow  them  there. 

'  of 


282'  On  the  Demoniacs 

of  the  queftion,  we  muft  recollect  that 
thofe  perfons  who  were  anciently  thought 
to  be  poiTelTed,  were  difordered  in  their 
underflandings.  Thefe  two,  poffefiion 
and  madnefs,  were  imagined  to  bear  to 
each  other  the  relation  of  caufe  and  effect, 
and  accordingly  to  commence  and  ceafe 
together.  When  demons  were  fuppofed 
to  enter  any  creature,  immed'ately  he  grew 
mad  -,  when  they  departed,  this  diforder 
was  removed.  The  evidence  of  their  en- 
trance was  madnefs  j  and  a  compofed  be- 
haviour was  the  evidence  of  their  depar- 
ture. And  therefore,  when  it  is  faid,  in 
the  cafe  under  confideration,  that  the  de- 
mons went  out  of  the  madmen,  and  enter- 
ed the  fwine  ;  the  evangelifts,  if  you  inter- 
pret their  language  agreeably  to  the  po- 
pular opinion  on  which  it  is  founded, 
mull  mean,  that  the  madmen,  in  confe- 
quence  of  the  departure  of  the  demons, 
were  cured,  and  reftored  to  their  right 
mind  f  -,  and  that  the    fwine,  in   confe- 

f  This  appears  from  Mark  v.  I  5.  Luke  viii.  35. 
where  the  man  is  defcribed  as  being  in  his  right  min<$9 
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quence  of  the  demons  entering  them, 
were  infected  with  rage  and  madnefs  5 
the  cure  of  the  former,  and  the  madnefs 
of  the  latter,  being  the  very  ground  upon 
which  it  was  concluded,  that  the  demons 
had  quitted  the  one,  and  taken  porTeflion 
of  the  other.  The  evangelifts  muft  farther 
mean  by  this  language,  that  the  men  were 
cured  before  the  fwine  were  difordered; 
otherwife  theywould  not  have  fpoken  of 
the  demons  as  paffing  out  of  the  former 
into  the  latter  :  When  they  came  out  of  the 
pien,  they  entered  the  herd  of  fwine g. 

It  appears  likewife  from  the  hiftory, 
that  at  the  time  the  demoniacs  were  cured* 
they  were  prefent  with  Chrift  ;  and  the 
herd  of  fwine  atfome  d'iftance  from  them  h. 

after  the  demons  were  departed  from  him.  See 
above,  p.    100,   &c. 

s  Luke  viii.  32.  Mat.  viii.  32. 

b  In  Mat.  viii.  30.  we  read,  There  was  a  good 
way  off  from  them  an  herd  of  ?nany  fwine  feeding,  'Hv 
3\  y.ax.potv  cf.Tr  au'rwv,  x.  r.  A.  But  St.  Mark  fays, 
There  was  there  nigh  to  (or  on)  the  mountains,  (many 
rnanufcripts-,  verfions,and  printed  copies  read  in  the 

Never- 
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Neverthelefs,  no  fooner  was  leave  afked 
for  the  demons  to  enter  the  herd,  than  it 

fmgular  number,  zspog  tu  opti,  the  mountain)  a  great 
herd  of fwlne  feeding.      And    St.  Luke  (chap.  viii. 
32.)  confirms  this  account  of  St.  Mark,  There  was 
there  on  the  mountain^  Hv  Si  ly.ii  lv  tu  opsi,  an  herd  of 
many  fwlne.      A  learned  and  very  ingenious  friend 
conjectures,  that  the  original  in  St.  Matthew  con- 
tained   the    negative  particle,    as    the  Vulgate   now 
doth,  Erat  autem  non  longe  ab  111  is  :  which   read- 
ing was  approved  by  Beza,  and  other  learned  writ- 
ers.     He  adds,  "  Dr.  Mill,  in  his  note  on  Mat. 
viii.  30.  conjectures  that   the  negative  particle  was 
added  in  the  Vulgate  by  Jerome  ;    but  it  is  to  be 
obferved,   that  the   particle  is  in  a  manufcript  now 
extant,  which  is  fuppofed  to  have  been  written  by 
Eufebius  of  Vercelli  before  Jerome  flourifhed.      It 
is  alfo  in  four  other  very  ancient  Latin  manufcripts, 
publimed  by  Blanchini  in  his  Evangeliarium  Qua- 
druplex.     Concerning    the    Eufebian    manufcript, 
Dr.  Kennicott  (Hebrew  Text,  vol.  i.  p.  306.)  ob- 
ferved, "  that  Blanchini  had  lately  printed  a  manu-* 
fcript  of  the  Gofpels  in  the  old  Latin  verfion  writ 
by  Eufebius,  who  died  in  the  year  371,  which  might 
therefore  be   above  1380    years  old.5'      In  farther 
confirmation    of   the  reading  of  the   Vulgate,    my 
friend  obferves,  "  that  the  Perfic  verfion,  in  Mat. 
viii.   30.   reads,    Erat  prope  eos   grex   porcorum 
('agreeably  to   the  fame  verfion,  Mark  v.  n.)    and 
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was  granted  :  Forthwith,  or  immediately*, 
'Jefus  gave  them  leave,  and '/aid  unto  them, 

that  if  this  verfion  was  made  from  the   Syriac,  (as 
Mill,  in  his  Prolegom.  No.  1370,    1472,  and  Mi- 
chaelis,  in  his  Introductory  Lectures,  feet.  59.  af- 
fert)  it  is  probable  that  this  latter  verfion  originally 
agreed  with  the  Vulgate  j   and  that  it    hath   been 
fince  altered,  as  the  verfions  have  been  in  many  in-* 
ftances,  in  conformity  to  the  corrupted  Greek.   Sec 
Dr.  Kennicott's  Obfervations  on  1  Sam.  vi.  19.  p. 
37,  38.     Should  that  celebrated  perfon,  who  is  now 
employed  in  collating  the  manufcripu^  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  undertake  to  collate  thofe  of  the  New, 
(a  tafk  for  which  he  is  fo  eminently  qualified,  and 
of  equal  importance  with  that  in  which  he  is  now 
engaged)  we  mall  then  be  able  to  determine,  whe- 
ther any  Greek  manufcripts  fupport  the  reading  of 
the  Vulgate.      In  the  mean  time,   it   is   proper  to 
obferve,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  many,  there  is  no 
contradiction  between  Matthew   (according  to  the 
prefent  reading)  and  the  other  evangelifts;   for  the 
word  /Aaxpav,  ufed  by  the  former,  may  here    only 
denote  fome  dijlance.      It  is  applied,  in  the  Septua- 
gint,  and  other  writings,  to  fuch  as  is  not  very  con- 
fiderable,  Exod.  xxxiii.  7.  Jofh.  iii.  4.  Vide  Mill. 
Kufter.   &   Wetften.  on  Mat.  viii.  30.     The  Sy- 
riac verfion  is,  Erat  ultra  ipfos  grex  porcorum.     It 
appears  from  the  hiftory,  that  no  fooner  had  Jefus 
landed,  than  he   was  met  by  the  demoniac  j  and 

Go* 
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Go.  'Then  went  the  demons  out  of  the  men, 
and  entered  into  the  herd  of  fwine  \  The 
demoniacs,  therefore,  were  cured  upon  the 
fpot,  while  the  fwine  continued  feeding 
quietly  by  themfelves  ;  and  confequently 
they  had  no  opportunity  of  falling  upon 
them  and  forcing  them  down  a  precipice 
into  the  fea.  Farther,  the  men,  at  this 
time,  could  have  no  difpoftion  to  make  any 
fuch  attempt  upon  the  herd  ;  for  we  have 
feen,  that  before  the  latter  grew  mad,  or 

that  on  or  near  the  very  fame  mountain,  at  the 
foot  of  which  Jefus  flood,  the  herd  of  fwine  was 
feeding,  at  fome  diftance,  though  not  fuch  as  was 
very  confiderable,  fo  as  either  to  prevent  their  being 
feen  by  the  demoniacs,  or  the  fwineherds  from  being 
witnefTes  of  what  palled.  It  is  no  improbable  con- 
jecture of  my  worthy  friend,  that  fome  of  the 
fwineherds,  (for  many  mu ft  have  been  employed  in 
looking  after  fo  large  a  herd)  feeing  the  croud  of 
people,  might  be  drawn  by  curiofity  to  the  very 
fpot  where  Jefus  flood,  and  were  hereby  enabled 
with  certainty  to  inform  the  people  of  the  city,  both 
of  the  cure  of  the  demoniacs,  and  of  the  deftruction 
of  the  fwine,  which  they  did  immediately. 
1  Mark  y,  13.  Mat.  viii.  32,  Luke  viii,  33. 
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appeared  under  any  diforder,  the  former 
were  reftored  to  their  right  mind ;  or,  in 
other  words,  the  demons  had  left  the  mea 
before  they  took  poffifjion  of  the  fwine. 
The  men,  therefore,  if  the  words  of  the 
evangelifts  are  to  be  our  guide,  neither 
drove,  nor  attempted  to  drive,  the  herd 
into  the  fea.  Had  the  fpectators  feen  them 
engaged  in  fuch  a  mad  and  mifchievous 
attempt,  they  would  not  have  thought  the 
demons  had  left  them,  butconfidered  them 
itill  as  poflefled  madmen.  The  hiftory, 
it  is  certain,  doth  expreily  afcribe  the  de- 
finition of  the  fwine,  not  to  their  being 
driven  by  the  demoniacs,  but  to  the  entrance 
ofdemonsmto  them,or  to  their  being  feized 
with  the  fame  diforder  from  which  the 
men  were  relieved,  and  which  was  thought 
to  be  caufed  by  demons.  The  evangeliits, 
even  fuppoiing  them  to  have  adopted  the 
common  hypothefis,  would  not  have  faid,. 
that  the  demons  had  entered  the  fwine,  if 
the  latter  had  only  been  purfued  by  the 
demoniacs , 

'    •   ■  XT 
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Nor  can  I  fee  any  room  to  difpute  the 
teftimony  of  the  evangelifls  in  this  matter. 
For,  whatever  their  opinion  was  with  re- 
fpect  to  the  caufe  of  thefe  men's  diforder, 
which  was  fecret  and  invijihle  ;  all  muft 
allow,  that  they  were  capable  judges  of 
the  diforder  it/elf,  of  its  outward  fymptoms 
and  effects,  which  fell  under  the  notice  of 
their  fenfes.  They,  and  all  who  were  pre- 
fent,  though  they  could  not  fee  the  de- 
mons paffing  from  the  men  into  the  fwine, 
yet  could  not  but  fee  whether  the  men 
were  cured  of  their  madnefs,  and  the  fwine 
infected  with  the  fame  diforder  :  they 
could  not  but  fee  at  what  time  thefe  dif- 
ferent events  happened  -,  whether  the 
madmen,  while  they  were  ftill  under  the 
power  of  their  diforder  in  the  highefl  de- 
gree, fell  upon  the  fwine  with  great  vio- 
lence, and  fo  caufed  them  to  precipitate 
themfelves  into  the  fea;  or  whether,  after 
their  cure,  (evinced  by  the  compofure  of 
their  behaviour)  and  while  they  were  at 
fome  diftance  from  the  herd,    the  fwine 

grew 
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grew  mad,  and,  without  any  other  reafon 
for  it,  rufhed  with  fury  into  the  water. 
And  therefore,  if  we  believe  them  to  be 
faithful  hiftorians,  we  muft  give  them 
credit  when  they  declare  the  following 
obvious  and  fenfiblefact,  thatjuft  after  the 
men  became  compofed,  (or,  in  their  own 
language,  juft  after  the  demons  left  them) 
the  fwine  became  outrageous,  (or  the  de- 
mons entered  them),  and,  to  the  aftonifh- 
ment  of  the  fpectators,  rufhed  upon  their 
own  destruction.  Behold  I  the  whole  herd 
of  fwine,  confiding  of  two  thoufand,  ran 
'violently  down  a  jleep  place  into  the  fea> 
The  fwineherds  were  of  the  fame  opinion 
with  the  evangelifts,  with  regard  to  the 
fact  in  queftion;  for  the  abfentGadarenes, 
who  received  their  information  from  the 
fwineherds,  had  no  apprehenlion  that  the 
madmen  were  the  caufe  of  the  deftruction 
of  the  fwine,  but  confidered  it  as  a  divine 
judgment:  for  they  wevefeized  with  great 
fear,  and  prayed  Jefits  to  depart  out  of  their 

U  coafts  9 
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coafisk -,  dreading,  without  doubt,  fomc 
new  calamity  from  the  exertion  of  Chrift's 
power.  Nor  did  our  Saviour  contradict 
this  opinion  ;  though  he  might,  without 
oppoling  their  prejudices  concerning  de- 

k  Mark  v.  16,17.  Extraordinary  manifeftations 
of  the  divine  power  and  prefence  being  awful  and 
affecting,  (Exod.  xx.  19.  xxxiii.  20.  xxxiv.  30. 
Judg.  vi.  22.  cb.xiii,  2a.  Luke  ii.8 — 15.  v.  8 — 10. 
Mark  iv.  41.  Luke  viii.  25.  Mat.  xvii.  6,  7.)  Dr. 
Lardner  afcribes  the  fear  of  the  Gadarenes  to  the 
cure  of  the  demoniacs,  as  the  effects  of  a  divine 
power  :  but  he  is  forced  to  allow,  that  they  were 
apprehenfwe  of  Offering  in  their  worldly  intere/Ist 
which  the  miraculous  lofs  of  the  fwine  alone  could 
occafion.  See  his  Remarks  on  Ward,  p.  19—— 22. 
Befides,  a  miracle,  whatever  awe  and  dread  it  may 
imprefs  upon  the  perfons  prefent,  is  never  faid  to 
produce  this  effeft  upon  the  abfent  to  whom  it  is  re- 
lated, unlefs  when  it  was  punitive  and  alarming  in 
its  very  nature.  The  dread  felt  upon  the  fight  of  a 
beneficent  miracle,  arifes  from  its  being  a  fenfible 
token  of  a  peculiar  exertion  of  the  power  of  God 
at  the  inftant  of  its  performance  ;  and  therefore  the 
great  fear  with  which  the  ivhole  multitude  of  the  coun- 
try of  the  Gadarenes  round  about  were  feized,  cannot 
be  accounted  for  by  a  bare  relation  of  the  cure  of 
the  demoniac. 

mons,. 
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mons,  have  plainly  told  them,  had  that 
been  the  real  truth,  that  the  Twine  were 
frighted  into  the  Tea  by  the  demoniacs, 
and  thereby  have  removed  their  prejudices 
againft  himfelf.  For  thefe  reafons,  I  can- 
not accede  to  the  opinion  of  thofe  learned 
writers,  who  afcribe  the  deftruction  of  the 
fwine  to  the  madmen. 

Neither  can  I  fee  any  juft  ground  for 
afcribing  it  to  the  agency  of  demons.  We 
have  before  fhewn  how  groundlefs, and  how 
abfurd  it  is,  to  attribute  to  human  fpirits 
fuch  a  power  as  poftefilons  imply.  The 
arguments  urged  above  againft  the  fuppofi- 
tion  of  their  entering  the  bodies  of  men, 
andftimulating  them  to  madnefs, conclude 
with  equal  (or  nearly  equal)  force  againft: 
their  having  the  like  power  over  the  brute 
creation.  Reafon  and  experience,  our  only 
guides  in  the  ftudy  of  nature,  loudly  re- 
claim againft  this  doctrine.  Ifwefuppofe, 
(and  we  {hall,  in  the  next  feclion,  endea- 
vour to  prove  that  it  is  not  a  groundlefs 
fnppofttion)  that  the  evangelifts,  in  recit- 
U  2  ing 
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ing  the  cafe  of  the  demoniacs,  have  only 
borrowed  an  accuftomed  mode  of  fpeech, 
without  defigning  to  give  a  fanction  to 
the  opinion  on  which  it  was  at  firft  found- 
ed >  all  that  can  be  inferred  from  their 
faying,  that  the  demons  came' out  ofk  the  men, 
and  entered  the  herd  offwine,  is,  that  the 
madnefs  of  the  former  was  transferred  to 
the  latter,  in  the  fame  fenfe  as  the  leprofy  of 
"Naarnan  was  to  cleave  toGehazi,andto  his  feed 
forever  K  We  allow  what  a  learned  writer 

k  How  little  ftrefs  fhould  be  laid  upon  its  being 
faid,  the  demons  came  out  of  the  man,  may  appear 
from  hence,  that  the  leprofy  is  faid  to  depart,  or  to 
go  from  the  leper,  (&7i-/!/\Qfu  «7r'  «ut2)  when  he  was 
cured,  Mark  i.  42,  Luke  v.  13. 

1  2  Kings  v.  27.  Compare  Numb.  xi.  r6,  17. 
I  will  take  of  the  fpirit  which  is  upon  thee^  and  iviU 
put  it  upon  them.  Dr.  Lardner  (Cafe  of  Demoniacs, 
p.  17.)  will  not  allow  that  the  lunacy  was  transferred 
from  the  men  to  the  fwine,  becaufe  this  implies, 
that  the  destruction  of  the  latter  was  owing  to  the 
interpofition  of  Chrift,  whofe  miracles,  the  doctor 
apprehends,  were  all  benevolent,  except  the  wither- 
ing a  ufelefs  fig-tree.  But  was  not  his  driving 
the  profane  traders  out  of  the  court  of  the  Gen- 

con- 
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contends  for,  that  in  the  cafe  before  us, 
the  power  of  imagination  could  have  noplace™. 
It  was  never  laid,  that  the  fwine  fancied 
themfelves  pofTefTed  j  their  diforder,  I  ad- 
mit, was  real,  but  not  therefore  demoniacal. 
So  great  a  miracle  as  that  wrought  upon 
them,  can  be  afcribed  to  no  other  agency 
than  that  of  God.  Accordingly,  we  are 
told,  that  it  was  performed  at  the  word 
or  command  of  Chrift  :  Forthwith  Jefus 

tiles  at  the  Jewifh  paiTover,    a  punitive  miracle*  I 
And,    in  the  cafe  before  us,  the  doctor  allows,  (p. 
iS.)  that  ChriJT s  leave  ivas  afked,  and  granted  ;  which 
is  making  Chrift  anfwerable  for  what  was  done. 
Dr.  Warburton,  p.  223,  224. 

*  Some  doubt  whether  this  was  any  miracle  at  all ;  btit 
whoever  coniiders,  that  thofe  who  uiually  came  from  all  parts 
to  celebrate  the  paflbver,  were  not  fewer  in  number  than 
three  millions,  (Jofeph.  Bell.  Jud.  lib.  ii.  cap.  14..  §  3.  See 
alfo  lib.  vi.  cap.  ix.  §  3.)  and  that,  in  the  court  of  the  Gen- 
tiles, were  expofed  to  faie,  by  authority  of  the  Jewifh  rulers, 
all  the  animals  that  were  to  be  offered  up  in  facrifice,  (not 
lefs  than  256,  500,  according  to  jofephus,  Bel.  Jud.  lib.  vi. 
cap.  9.  §  3.  p.  399,  ed.  Havercimp.)  and  whatever  elfe 
the  fervice  of  the  farifluary  required  ;  and  that  neither  the 
mercenary  traffickers,  nor  any  of  the  multitude  made  any 
oppofition  to  Chrilt,  will  perhaps  be  of  opinion,  that  they 
were  intimidated  and  overawed  by  a  divine  power,  and 
agree  with  Jerome,  (in  Matt.  torn.  ix.  p.  31.  ed.  Bafil.  1516). 
that  it  was  the  mod  wonderful  of  all  the  miracles  of  Jefus. 

U  3  govs 
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gave  them  (the  demons,  the  reputed  caufes 
of  madnefs)  leave \  and f aid  unto  them,  Go. 

Should  any  inquire  into  the  reafons  of 
this  divine  difpenfation,  I  might  anfwer, 
that  he  who  eave  life  to  all,  hath  a  right 
to  refume  it,  and  doth  often  refume  it, 
both  from  men  and  beafts,  and  vifit  their 
bodies  with  diforders,  for  reafons  un- 
iearchable  by  the  human  underftanding  j 
but  many  wife  and  important  purpofes  were 
anfwered  by  the  miraculous  deilru<3:ionn 
of  the  fwine. 

i.  It  was  a  juft  punifhment  of  the 
owners.  For  though  Jofephus  calls  Ga- 
dara  (near  which  this  miracle  was  wrought) 
a  Greek  city0,  and  it  was  a  part  of  the  pro- 
vine  of  Syria  ;  yet,  during  the  reign  of 
Herod,  it  had  belonged  to  Judea,  on  which 
country  it  bordered,  and  was,   no  doubt, 

n  Some  think  the  lofs  was  inconfiderable  to  the 
owners  of  the  fwine,  as  the  Heathens  would  not 
fcruple  eating  the  flefh  o$ Jlr angled  animals. 

°  Antiq.  lib.  xvii.  cap.  n.  §  4,  He  elfewhcre 
(Bell.  Jud.  lib.  ii.  c.  i&,  §  1.)  fpeaks  of  it  as  a  city 
of  the  Syrians. 
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in  part  inhabited  by  Jews,  who  probably 
owned  the  fwine ;  for  to  that  people 
Chrift's  perfonal  miniftry  was  confined, 
and  on  their  territory  he  then  flood.  Now, 
the  Jews  were  prohibited  p  by  the  laws  of 
Hyrcanus  from  keeping  fwine,  and  by  the 
law  of  Mofes  from  partaking  of  them  as 
food\  Their  breach  of  the  former  natu- 
rally led  to  the  violation  of  the  latter.  Our 
Lord, though  he  declined  aclingasamagif- 
rate,  yet,  as  a  prophet,  he  might  be  com- 
miflioned  by  God,  topunifli  them  either 
for  this  or  any  other  crimes.     And  there 

See  Dr.  Doddridge's  Fam.  Expof.  vol.  i.  p. 
428.  2d.  edit.  Dr.  Whitby  and  Grotius  on  Mat. 
viii.  31. 

q  From  this  prohibition  of  Mofes,  fome  have 
inferred,  that  it  is  very  improbable  that  the  Jews 
ihould  breed  up  fwine.  But  that  the  Jews  did 
breed  up  fwine,  is  evident  from  the  laws  of  Hyrr 
canus  againft  this  pra&ice.  The  owners  of  the 
fwine  here  fpoken  of,  fuppofing  them  to  be  Jews, 
very  probably  bred  them  for  fale  (in  part,)  having 
an  opportunity  of  difpofing  of  them  to  the  Greeks 
In  Gadara,  and  other  Heathens,  in  whofe  neigh- 
bourhood they  lived. 

U  4  was 
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was  the  greater  propriety  in  his  doing  it 
for  their  offence,  as  they  were  not  fubject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Jewilh  Sanhe- 
drim, living  under  heathen  government. 
The  difpofition  they  difcovered  upon  this 
occafion,  in  being  more  imprefTed  with 
the  lofs  of  their  fubftance  than  with  the 
miracle  wrought  for  their  conviction, 
fhewshow  well  they  deferved  correction ; 
as  the  miracle  itfelf  ferved  to  manifeft 
ChrifVs  own  regard  to  the  law  of  God. 

2.  The  deilrudion  of  the  fwine  ferved  to 
afcertain  the  reality,  and  to  fpread  the 
fatne  of  the  miracle  performed  upon  the 
demoniacs.  No  miracle  is  more  fufpicious 
than  the  fuppofed  expulfion  of  demons, 
abftracted  from  the  cure  of  bodily  difor- 
ders,  there  being  much  room  left  for  col- 
lulion  between  the  perfon  imagined  to  be 
pofTeiTed  and  the  exorcift.  Frauds  of  this 
kind,  both  amongfl  Jews  and  Gentiles, 
were  common  in  that  age  1  as  they  have 
alfo  fince  been  in  a  very  fcandalous  degree 
amongfl  Chriftians.  But  it  is  felf-evident, 

that 
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that  a  herd  of  fwine  could  not  be  confede- 
rates in  any  fraud.  Thofe  who  were 
Grangers  to  the  demoniacs  (and  fuch  the 
attendants r-  of  Chrift  probably  were) 
could  not  doubt  of  the  reality  of  their 
diforder  or  its  cure,  when  they  faw  it  fo 
wonderfully  transferred  to  the  fwine. 
Hereby  Chrift  eftablifhed  the  credit,  not 
only  of  the  miracle  performed  upon  thefe, 
but  upon  all  other  demoniacs,  for  the  con- 
viclion  and  benefit  of  mankind.  That 
Chad's  intention  was  benevolent,  more 
efpecially  towards  the  Gadarenes,  is  cer- 
tain from  his  refuting  to  give  the  perfons 
whom  he  cured  leave  to  accompany  him, 
and  ordering  them  to  acquaint  their  coun- 

T  Befides  his  own  difciples,  and  the  failors  who 
belonged  to  the  ihip  in  which  Chrift  and  his  dif~ 
ciples  had  arrived,  he  was  attended  by  many  others, 
(Mark  1.  36.)  and  all  of  them  it  is  probable  were 
Arrangers  to  the  demoniacs.  Before  this  time,  he 
was  followed  with  uncommon  zeal  by  multitudes 
wherever  he  went.  Mark  i.  45.  Luke  iv.  42,  43, 
Lardner  againft  Ward,  p.  13. 

try  men, 
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try  men,  how  great  things  God  had  done  for 
them1 ' . 

The  lofs  of  the  fwine  would  propagate 
the  fame %  as  well  as  eftablifh  the  reality 
of  the  miracle  performed  upon  thefe  de- 
moniacs. The  cure  of  a  demoniac  in  this 
obfcure  part  of  the  country,  might  have 
been  little  known  or  remembered,  had  it 
not  been  attended  with  fome  extraordina- 
ry and  arTeding  circumtfances ;  fuch  as 
would  neceflarily  excite  the  attention  of 

f  Mark  v.  19.  Luke  viii.  39.  Concerning  one 
of  the  demoniacs,  we  are  told,  that  he  did  ac- 
cordingly fublijh  in  Decapolis  how  great  things  Jefus 
had  done  for  him.  And  all  men  did  marvel.  Mark 
v.  20.  As  the  demoniacs  were  well  known  in 
thefe  parts,  their  cure  muft  have  a  greater  effecT: 
here,   than  amongfl:  perfect  ftrangers. 

1  They  that  fed  the  fwine  fed,  and  told  it  in  the 
tlty,  and  in  the  country,  divulged  every  where  both 
the  lofs  of  the  fwine,  and  the  cure  of  the  demo- 
niacs, Mat.  viii.  33.  Mark  v.  14.  Hereupon  the 
people  came  in  a  body  to  Jefus,  faw  with  aftonifh- 
ment,  the  demoniacs  reftored  to  the  ufe  of  their 
reafon,  and  received  a  particular  account  and  full 
confirmation  of  what  had  befallen  the  fwine. 
Mark  y.  159  16.    Luke  viii.  35,  36. 

man- 
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mankind,  and  naturally  lead  them  to  an 
inquiry  into  the  character  of  Chrift,  and 
thus  prepare  them  to  receive  the  fubfe- 
quent  preaching  of  his  apoftles.  Mofh 
highly  beneficial  to  them  was  this  mira- 
cle, if  their  temporal  lofs  was  the  means 
of  their  gaining  everlafting  bleffings. 

3.  The  miracle  performed  upon  the 
fwine  was  calculated  to  correct  the  falfe 
notions,  concerning  the  power  of  demons, 
which  were  entertained  in  that  age,  as 
well  by  Jews  as  Gentiles,  by  both  of 
whom  Gadara  was  inhabited.  Very  far 
were  either  of  them  from  wanting  (what 
fome  have  fuppofed  it  was  the  exprefs 
defign  of  Chrift  on  this  occaiion  to  give 
them)  proofs  of  the  great  power  of  de- 
mons over  mankind.  The  belief  of  their 
power  was  already  too  deeply  rooted  in 
the  minds  of  men,  and  was  the  ground  of 
much  idolatry  and  fuperitition. 

Let  us  examine  then  the  nature  of  the 
miracle  in  queftion,  and  fee  whether  it 
contains  any  proof  of  the  power  of  de- 
mons. 
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mons.  The  outward  and  fenfible  effect, 
which  was  all  that  could  be  defigned  for 
the  conviction  of  mankind,  confifted  in 
transferring  the  diforder  of  the  demoniacs 
to  the  iwine  -t  or  rather  in  the  fwine  be- 
coming mad,  immediately  after  the  men 
were  cured.  Now,  upon  what  ground 
do  you  affirm  that  this  effect  was  pro- 
duced by  demons  ?  If  they  had  any  con- 
cern in  it,  it  was  by  ibiiciting  the  inter- 
pofal  of  Chrift;  which  looks  like  an  ac- 
knowledgement of  their  own  impotence. 
It  took  place  at  the  command  of  Chrift : 
to  him  therefore,  and  to  that  divine  power 
by  which  he  acted,  it  is  moil  natural  to 
refer  it.  You  allow  that  God  was  the  au- 
thor of  the  miracles  performed  upon  the 
demoniacs.  The  hiftory  afcribes  them  to 
him  in  the  molt  exprefs  terms u,  calling 
them,  (as  we  have  juft  now  feen)  great 
things  which  God  had  done  for  the  demo- 
niacs -3  not  things  which  he  permitted  the 
devil  to  do  for  them.  Now,  the  hiftory 
"  P.  298,  note  f. 
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will  no  more  allow  you  to  doubt  of  God's 
being  the  author  of  the  diforder  of  the 
fwine,  than  of  the  cure  of  the  demoniacs; 
for,   by  the   fame  fovereign  word,    GO, 
both  theie  miracles   were   accomplished. 
You  cannot  therefore  afcribe  them  to  dif- 
ferent caufes.     That  the  madnefs  of  the 
fwine   was    not    owing   to  a  demoniacal 
agency,  is  farther  evident  from  hence,  that 
their    diforder    terminated  in   their   de- 
duction ;  an  event  which  it  was  the  in- 
tereft  of  the  demons  to  ufe  all   poffible 
means  to  prevent ;   becaufe,  according  to 
(what  is  deemed)  their  own  conceptions 
of  things,  it  expofed  them  to  fome  terri- 
ble punimment  %     Now,  fince  it  clearly 
appears,  that  the  madnefs  of  the  fwine  was 
not  owing  to  the  agency  of  demons,  is  it 
Hot  a  natural  inference  from  hence,  thai 
the  madnefs  of  the  demoniacs  was  not  ow- 
ing to    that  caufej  that   the  requeft   in 
particular  made  in  the  name  of  the  de- 
mons to  enter   the  herd   of  fwine,  an4 
confecjuently  all  the  other  parts  of  their 

\  P.  262,  263,  265. 

con- 
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converfation  with  Chrift,  did  not  proceed 
from  a  demoniacal  influence  ?  We  mail 
hereafter  have  occafion  to  confider  the 
language  in  which  the  evangelifts  defcribe 
the  cure  of  the  demoniacs,  and  the  difor- 
derofthefwine;  weonlyobfervehere,that 
the  fads  themfelves  are  referred  to  God. 

If  the  foregoing  obfervations  are  juft, 
the  hiftory  before  us  does  not  exhibit  a 
fingle  inflance  of  the  power  and  interpo- 
fition  of  demons  j  though  here,  where 
we  have  famples  of  the  higher!:  degrees  of 
infanity,  proofs  of  their  agency  were  mod 
to  be  expected.  At  the  fame  time,  it  re- 
prefents  God  as  the  only  being  in  the 
univerfe,  who  inflicts  and  removes  difeafes 
at  his  pleafure,  not  excepting  thofe  which 
fuperftition  afcribed  to  evil  fpirits.  On 
both  thefe  accounts,  this  hiftory,  on  which 
fo  much  ftrefs  is  laid  by  the  advocates  of 
real  poiTeffions,  feems  to  me  to  difcredit, 
rather  than  confirm  the  extravagant  no- 
tions   which  the   Heathens,    and  (from 

them) 
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them)  the  Jews,  entertained  of  the  mira- 
culous power  of  demons. 

4.  This  miracle  prevented  feveral  great 
inconveniences  that  would  otherwife  have 
attended  the  miniftry  of  Chrift.  As  he 
was  fent  only  to  the  Jews  w,  fo  he  never 
went  out  of  their  country*,  and  feemed 
backward  to  work  miracles  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  Gentiles r,  in  order  to  avoid 
giving  unfeafonable  offence  to  the  Jews, 
before  the  Gofpel  was  offered  them  in  its 
brighteft  evidence.  Now,  the  lofs  which 
the  Gadarenes  fuftained,  prevented  both 
Jews  and  Gentiles  in  thofe  parts  from  ap- 
plying to  Chrift  merely  for  the  temporal 
benefit  of  his  miracles,  which  was  not 
their  proper  intention,  and  could  not  be 
difpenfedto  the  Gentiles  without  inereaf- 

w  Mat.  xv.  24.  chap.  x.  6. 

~  In  Mat.  xv.  2 1.  we  read,  that  Chrift  de- 
parted into  the  coajls  of  Tyre  and  Si  don  9  uq  tx  [AEgn 
Tu^s  x)  I.i$uv@J.  1.1$  hie  eft  verftis,  ut  tranftulit 
Syrus.  Nam  Us  t«  jueOo^jos  inquit  Marcus,  ad. 
confinia  Tyri  &  Sidonis.     Grot,  in  loc. 

*  Mat.  xvs  21.  27. 
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ing  the  prejudices  of  the  Jews.  At  the 
fame  time,  the  behaviour  of  the  Gada- 
renes,  in  intreatingChrift  to  depart  out  of 
their  coafts,  ferves  to  (hew  how  ill  dif- 
pofed  they  were  at  that  time  to  receive 
the  fpiritual  blejfings  of  the  Gofpel  3  which 
is  a  farther  vindication  of  the  conduct  of 
Chrift  in  declining  all  familiarity  with 
them.  With  refpedt  to  the  Jews,  this 
miracle,  which  was  performed  during 
the  moft  public  part  of  ChrinVs  miniftry, 
and  while  his  popularity  was  at  its  greateft 
height,  was  ufeful  or  necefTary  to  Strike 
an  awe  upon  their  minds,  to  prevent  their 
railing  tumults  in  his  favour,  (as  they 
were  inclined  to  do)  and  their  following 
him  merely  from  worldly  motives.  The 
intention  of  this  work  in  fome  degree 
correfponded  to  the  miraculous  punish- 
ment of  Ananias  and  Sapphira,  which 
created  a  mighty  reverence  of  the  apoflles, 
and  prevented  unbelievers  from  joining 

them- 
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themfelves  to  the  Christian  church,  in  or- 
der to  (hare  in  its  charitable  donations2. 

Laftly,  though  the  Gofpel,  confidered 
as  a  difpenfation  of  mercy,  was,  with  great 
propriety,  confirmed  chiefly  by  miracles 
of  mercy;  yet  it  was  neceilary  there  mould 
be  fome  examples  of  feverity,  to  check  the 
prefumption  of  mankind  in  all  ages,  and 
to  warn  them  of  the  danger  of  rejecting  a 
divineprophet,  who,  though  he  eminently 
appeared  as  the  meflenger  of  God's  love, 
was  alfo  the  appointed  minifter  of  his 
juftice. 

Indeed,  the  deftruction  of  the  fwine, 
in  fo  very  extraordinary  a  manner,  could 
fcarce  fail  of  roufing  the  fpectators  of  this 
miracle,  and  the  numerous  fufferers  by 
it,  into  thought  and  reflection,  however 
loft  they  might  be  to  more  ingenuous 
motives.  The  fact  was  of  fuch  a  nature, 
as  to  alarm  the  attention  of  the  very  ene- 
mies of  Chrift,  and  to  provoke  their 
inquiry  into  the  evidence  of  it -,    for  it 

*  A<a.  v.  11, 13. 

X  carried 
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carried  with  it  the  face  of  injury  and  in- 
juftice  towards  the  owners  of  the  Twine,, 
and  confequently  furnifhed  them  with  a. 
feeming  objection  againft  Jeius.  A  ftrict 
inquiry  r&uft  foon convince  them  of  the 
fact  ;  and  the  fact  itfelf,  when  maturely 
reflected  upon,  pointed  out  its  author,. 
God,  who  hath  a  right  to  difpofe  of  the 
lives  of  his  creatures a.  The  life  of  the 
fwine  was  of  no-  importance  compared 
with    the    conviction,    and  fpiritual  in- 

aV  Some  have  thought,  that  the  destruction  of 
the  fwine  was  a  juft  ground  for  aecufing  Chrift 
before  the  civil  magiftrate.  But  fuch  an  accufation. 
muft  have  been  formed  upon  the  fuppofition  of  the 
truth  of  the  miracle,  and  confeq.uently  muft  have 
admitted,  that  Chrift  acted  by  an  immediate  com- 
miffion  from  God,  (whofe  juftice,  notwithstand- 
ing the  lofs  fuftained,  can  no  more  be  arraigned* 
when  brute-creatures  are  deftroyed  in  a  miraculous- 
manner,  than  when  they  perifh  by  natural  diftem- 
pers.)  The  enemies  of  Chrift  were  too  wife  to 
proceed  upon  fuch  grounds  ;  and  the  immediate 
fufferers,  inftead  of  impeaching  Chrift's  moral  cha- 
racter, dreaded  the  continuance  of  fo  great  a  pro— 
phet  amongft  them,  left  they  mould  fuffer  fome  far- 
ther teftimony  of  the  divine  difpleafure. 

flru<£ti©r& 
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ftruclion  cf  mankind:    the  great   object 
which  Chrifthad  in  view". 

SECT,      III. 

TH  E  moft  popular  argument  in  fa- 
vour of  real  poffeffions,  is  drawn 
from  the  language  of  Chrifi:  and  his 
apoflles,  in  performing  and  recording  the 
cure  of  demoniacs,  or  in  defcribing  the 
cafe  of  thefe  unhappy  perfons. 

The  facred  hiftorians,  it  is  alledged, 
affirm,  that  they  brought  to  Jefus  thofe 
that  were  pojfeffcd  with  demons0 -,  and  in 
like  manner,  that  to  the  apoftles  they 
brought  them  that  were  vexed  with  unclean 
/pints*.  St.  Luke  defcribes  the  damfel 
at  Philippi,  by  faying,   that  fie  was  pof-  \ 

b  Non  quod  conceflerit  Salvator  daemonibus 
quod  petebant^  dixit,  he  :  fed  ut  per  interfe&io- 
nem  porcorurii  hominibus  falutis  occafio  praeberetur.. 
Hieron.  in  Matt.  torn.  iv.  p.  29.  m. 

*  Matt.  iv.  24..    Mark  i.  32,        *  A&s  V.  16.      I 
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fejfed  with  a  fpirit  of  divination  e  (of  Python 
or  Jpollo.J — Demoniacs,  it  is  farther  urg- 
ed, are  diftinguifhed  from  the  difeafed  ; 
'They  brought  unto  him  all  that  were  difeaf- 
ed, and  them  that  were  pojfejfed  with  de- 
mons* .     PofTelTions  are  mentioned  as  dif- 

e  A£ta  xvi.  1 6.  See  alfo  eh.  xix.  13.  16, 
f  Mark  i.  32.  The  words  may,  however,  as 
well  be  rendered,  They  brought  unto  him  all  that  were 
difeafed,  even  (hem  that  were  poffejfed  with  demons. 
(Compare  v.  34.)  Sometimes  demoniacs  are 
comprehended  under  the  difeafed,  as  was  fhewn 
above,  p.  65,  which  feems  to  juftify  the  verfion 
here  given  of  the  paffage  in  queftion.  The  fol- 
lowing pafFage  in  Luke  alfo,  (ch.  vi.  17,  18.) 
may  be  thus  rendered  :  A  great  multitude  came  to  be 
healed  of  their  difeafes,  even  they  that  were  vexed  with 
unclean  fpirit s.  But  fhould  it  be  allowed,  that  re- 
puted demoniacs  are  in  the  New  Teftament  contra- 
diftinguifhed  from  the  difeafed  ;  this  would  only 
be  one  proof,  amongft  feveral  others,  of  its  adopt- 
ing the  popular  language  on  this  fubject.  With 
regard  to  Chrifl's  commiffion  to  his  apoftles,  which 
runs  thus  :  Heal  the  Jick,  cleanfe  the  lepers,  raife  the 
dead,  cajl  out  demons,  Matt.  x.  8.  fome  think  that 
cafting  out  demons  is  as  much  comprehended  un- 
der healing  the  Tick,  as  cleanfmg  lepers  is.  Poffibly 
however,   neither  of  them  is    comprehended  under 

tinft 
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tinc-t  cafes  even  from  lunacies  ?. — The 
demons,  it  is  laid,  knew  Jems  to  be  the 
Median,  and  were  forbidden  to  proclaim 
him  under  that  character u. — In  perform- 
ing cures  upon  the  demoniacs,  Jefus  re- 
buked the  demons  \  and  commanded  them  to 
come  out  y\  St.  Paul  faid  to  the  fpirit  of 
Apollo,  I  command  thee  in  the  name  of 
Jefus  Chrift  to  come  out  of  her  1  (the  dam- 
fel  at  Philippi.)  And  he  came  out  of  her 
the  fame  hour.  In  the  cafe  of  the  epi- 
leptic youth,  Chriil  charged  the  foul  fpirit 
to  come  out  of  him,  and  to  enter  no  ?nore 

healing  the  fick,  any  more  than  raifing  the  dead 
is  ;  and  the  feveral  particulars  here  fpecified,  are 
fpoken  of  as  fo  many  diftindt  fpecies  of  miracles. 

g  Mat,  iv  24.  On  what  grounds  the  evangelical 
hiftory  diftinguifhes  pofleffions  from  other  difeafes, 
and  from  lunacies  in  particular,  was  fhewn  above, 
p.  118. 

h  See  above,  ch.  II.  fe£l.  i.  p.  242.  249. 

1  Matt.  xvii.  18.  Mark  ix.  25.  Luke  ix  42. 
Mark  i.  25.    Luke  iv.  35, 

k  Mark  i.  25.  Luke  iv.  35,  Matt.  17.  18, 
Mark  ix.  25. 

1  Aft  xvi.  18. 
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into  himn> — The   cure  of  demoniacs  is 
defcribed  by  the  expuljion  or  departure  of 
the  demon  or  demons,  by  which  they  were 
faid  to  be  poffelTed,  If  1  by  the  finger  of 
God  cajl  oat  demons n.   I'be  demo?i  came  out  of 
f}imt   and  hurt  him  not  °.     Unclean  Jpirits, 
crying  out  with  a  loud  voice,  came  out  of  many 
that  were  pojfejfedv.     The  demons  came  out, 
and  went  into-  the   herd  offwine*.     Out 
of  Mary  Magdalene  went  feven  demons  \ 
r— The  ejection  of  demons  or  cure  of  de- 
moniacs is  diftinguiftied  from  the  healing 
of  difeafes :    jfefus    cured  many  of  their 
infirmities,   and  plagues,   and  of  evil  Jpirits  i 
Behold!  (fays  Chrift,)  /  caft  out  demons, 

m  Mark  ix.  25. 

11  Matt.  xii.  28.    Luke  xi.  20. 

0  Wkb  iv.  35. 

p  A£t.  viii.  7.     See  alio  ch.  xix.  11,  12. 

s  Matt.  viii.  32. 

Luke  viii.  2.  compare  Mark  xvi.  9. 

f  Luke  vii.  2  1.  In.  the  original  it  is,  jeftis  curejt 
many  of  Infirmities,  and  plagues,  and  evil  fpir  its.  In 
Luke  viii.  2,  we  read  of  women  zvhich  bad  %een. 
healed  of  evil  jpirits  and  infirmities.  1 

and 
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/  /  da  cur rt c.  The  evangelical  hiftory 
affirms,  Jejus  caft  out  the  fpirits  with  his 
Ggi  /  healed  all  that  were  ficV     He 

g  >vc  thy   i'welve  power  againft  unclean  fpi~ 
rits  to  Cii/l  them  out,  and  to  heal  all  manner 
0/ r Jicknefs,  and  all  manner  of'Aifeafe  ?     Ac- 
dwgly  they  caft   out  many  demons,  and 
heaLd  the jick1  ■. — When  the  ieventy,  with 
great  exultation, faid  to  their  Lord, Even  the 
demons  are  fuhjeel  to  us  through  thy  namep 
Jeius.   with  a    feeming  reference  tG  this 
event,    replied,  I  beheld  Satan  as  lightning,- 
jail  from   heaven.     He   adds,  Behold  I   I 
give  you  power  to   tread  on  ferpents  and 
Jcorpions,  and  over  all  the  power  of  the  ene- 
my ;  and  nothing  jhall  by  any  means   hurt 
you.  Notwithftanding  in  this  rejoice  not.,  that 
jt-he  fpirits  are  Jubjecl  unts  you  z. — That  I 

1   Luke  xtii.  32. 

u  Matt"  v  1  i i    16.    fee  aifo  Mark  i.  34. 

x  Ma:,  x  1,  8.  In  like  manner  after  his  refur- 
reel:  ion,  he  fa  id,  In  my  name  Jhall  they  cajl  out  de- 
mons,— they  Jhall  lay  J  heir  hands  on  the  Jick,  and  ibev 
Jhall  recover,    Mark  xvi.  17,  18. 

7  Mark  vi.  13.  E  Luke  x.  17^  20. 
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may  not  omit  any  thing  on  which  the 
advocates  for  real  pofTeffion  lay  any  ftrefs, 
1  add,  that  they  farther  plead,  that  there 
are  paffages  in  the  New  Teflament,  where 
demons  can  not  denote  difeafes  of  any 
kind.  St.  Mark  calls  the  Gadarene  de- 
moniac, him  that  had  the  legion11.  And 
our  Lord  reprefents  the  unclean  fpirit  as 
taking  to  him  /even  other  fpirit s,  more  wick^ 
ed  than  himfelfh.  Now,  how,  we  are  afk- 
ed,  can  one  man  have  a  legion  of  difeafes  ? 
or,  can  one  difeafe,  with  deliberation  and 
defign,  take  along  with  it  feven  others 
of  a  more  grievous  kind  than  itfelf? 

From  the  feveral  foregoing  paffages  of 
the  New  Teftament,  it  hath  been  infer- 
red, thaj  both  Chrift  and  his  apoftlesen- 
tertained  and  countenanced  the  doctrine 
of  real  pofTefiions.  And  if  it  was  an  er- 
ror, "theinfpired  teachers  of  theGofpel", 
we  are  told,  «'  muft  needs  be  free  from 
an  error  fo  fatally  affecting  the  religion 
hey   were  entrufted  to  propagate  $    and 

a  Mark  v,  15.  *  Luke  xi.  26. 

ought 
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ought  therefore  rather  to  have  re&ified 
that  error,  than  knowingly  confirmed  the 
people  in  it." 

In  order  to  anfwer  this  objection,  it  is 
not  necefiary  to  endeavour  (as  fome  have 
done)  to  explain  away  the  language  of  the 
New  Teftament  concerning  demoniacs, 
or  to  force  an  unnatural  conftruction  upon 
it.  However  pofiible  it  may  be,  by  great 
learning  and  ingenuity,  to  ftrain  fome  of 
the  parTages  cited  above,  into  a  different 
meaning;  yet,  whoever  candidly  confi- 
fiders  them  all,  muft  allow;  at  leaft,  I 
do  freely  allow,  that  both  our  Saviour  and 
his  ^poftles  made  ufe  of  the  common  po- 
pular language  of  the  age  and  country  in 
which  they  lived  on  the  fubject  before 
us;  and  that  this  language  was  originally 
founded  on  the  fuppofition  of  the  reality 
of  demoniacal  pofleffions.  But  the  quef-> 
tion  ftill  to  be  decided,  is,  whether  merely 
by  ufing  this  language,  they  gave  their 
fanclion  to  the  opinion,  to  which  it  owes 
its  rife. 

We 
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We  have   already    feen,    that    neither 
Chrift  nor  his  apoftles  firft  introduced  into 
the  world, the  dodrine  of  poffe  (lions,  or  the 
language  that exprefled  it.  if  they  are  liable 
to  cenfure,  therefore,  it  is  only  for  not 
•departing  from  the  accuflomed  modes  of 
fpeaking  on  this  fubjecl:,  for  not  fanning 
a  new  language  concerning  it.    We  have 
likewife   feen,   that  they  never   affert  the 
dodrine  of  poiTeffions,   but  on  the  con- 
trary, entirely  fubvert  it,  when  they  are 
profefledly  ftating  thofe  doctrines  which 
they  were  immediately  commitlioned  and 
intruded  to  teach  the  world.  They  con- 
tradict themielves,  therefore,  if  by  ufing 
the  common  language  with  refped  to  de- 
moniacs, they  meaned  to  countenance  the 
opinion  on  which  it  was  at  hril  grounded. 
This  alone  might  fatisfy  us,  that  they  did 
not,  and   could  not,  defign  to  give  tHeir 
fandion  to  that  opinion,     Neverthelefs, 
great  flrefs  being  laid  by  many  upon  the 
argument,  in  favour  of  pofleffions,  drawn 
from  the  language  of  the  New  Teflament 
%  concerning 


of  the  New  Tcjiament.  31$ 

concerning  them,  I  will  offer  fome  farther 
obfcrvations  upon  this  fubject;  by  which, 
lhope,  it  will  appear  to  impartial  perfons, 
that  merely  from  the  manner  in  which 
they  fpeak  of  reputed  demoniacs,  it  can- 
not be  inferred,  that  they  intended  to 
aflert  the  reality  of  demoniacal  poffeffion. 

I.  It  is  cuftomary  with  all  forts  of  per- 
fons,  with  the  facred  writers  in  particu- 
lar, and  our  Saviour  himfelf,  to  fpeak  on. 
many  fubjects  in  the  language  of  the  vul- 
gar, though  known  and  admitted  to  have 
been  originally  grounded  on  a  falfe  phi- 
lofophy.  This  oblervationhath  been  often 
made,  and  well  illuftrated  by  others*; 
but  is  too  important  to  be  here  omitted. 

We  call  a  certain  diftemperte^r)/,  with- 
out enquiring  what  influence  the  moon 
hath  in  caufing  or  increafing  it;  nay, 
though  we  (hould  believe,  as  many  do, 
that  the  moon  hath  no  influence  upon  it. 
In  like  manner  we  Mill  fpeak  of  St.  An- 

c  By  none  better  than  by  Dr.  Sykes,  in  his  In- 
quiry and  Farther  Inquiry. 

thony** 
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thonys  fire>  and  of  St.  Vitus' s  dance*,  with- 
out acknowledging  the  power  or  exigence 
of  thefe  faints.  When  we  complain  of 
the  hag  or  night-mare,  which  is  the  name 
of  a  real  diforder,  refembling  the  prefTure 
of  fome  weight  on  the  breaft,  imputed  to  a 
hag  or  incubus  j  do  we  not  follow  cuftora, 
without  approving  thehypotheiis?  Philofo- 
phers  fpeak  of  the  motion  and  path  of  the 
fun,  though  they  know  it  never  changes 
it's  place  :  they  fay,  that  it  is  in  the 
fpring  in  the  conftellation  of  the  Ram, 
(where  it  was  in  the  time  of  Hipparchus, 
upwards  of  two  thoufand  years  ago,)  not- 
withstanding their  allowing,  that  the 
conftellations  have  all  changed  the  places 
affigned  them  by  the  ancient  aftronomers; 
and  that  now,  the  fun  is  in  the  fpring  in 
that  part  of  the  heavens  where  the  con- 
ftellation of  the  Bull  is  fituated.  So  dif- 
ficult is  it  to  recede  from  thofe  ways  of 
fpeaking  which  were  introduced  by  the 
ancients,  even  after  the  reafon  of  them 
ceafes.    They  are  retained,  notwithftand-* 

ing 
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ing  their  acknowledged  impropriety.  Our 
bed  philofophers  ftill  ufe  the  common 
language  concerning  the  rifmg  and  felting 
of  the  fun  ;  though  they  know  that  it  is 
founded  in  error  and  prejudice.  They 
call  that  an  eclipfe  of  the  fan,  which  they 
are  very  fenfible,  is  properly  an  eclipfe  of 
the  earth. 

The  prophets  of  God  alfo,  as  well  as 
the  profeffors  of  fcience,  when  they  fpeak 
upon  points  of  philofophy,  adopt  the 
common  language,  though  grounded  upon 
opinions  univerfally  allowed  to  be  erro- 
neous. Our  Saviour  fays,  "  God  maketh 
his  fun  to  rife&  -,  and  the  Pfalmift  repre- 
fents  this  luminary,  which  is  fixed  in  the 
centre  of  our  fyftem,  as  running  a  race  h 
When  we  read  in  Scripture,  that  the  fun 
knoweth  his  going  down f,  and   that   God 

d  Matt.  v.  45. 
*  Pf.  xix.  5,  6. 

f  Pf.  civ.  19.  See  Pf.  1,  1.  The  language  of 
Jofhua  alfo,  Sunjtand  thou  Jlill  upon  Gib &sn^  (Jofh, 
x."  13.)  alludes  to  a  popular  notion,  now  allowed 
to  be  falfe. 

laid 
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laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth  g;  we  know 
that  the  expreffions  are  popular  only,  and 
far  from  being  agreeable  to  true  philofo- 
phy.  Calvin  makes  the  fame  obferva- 
tion  on  that  paffage  of  the  Pfalmift,  He 
hath  founded  it  (the  earth  or  world)  upon  the 
Jeas,  and  \  ejlablifhed  it  upon  the  foods  h. 
Nor  are  thefe  the  only  inftances  that  may 
be  mentioned.  The  dew  was  thought 
by  the  ancients  always  to  defcend  from 
the  fky;  and  the  language  of  Scripture 
correfponds  to  this  opinion :  for  it  is  called, 
the  dew  of  heaven'1,  and  reprefented  as  fa/Z- 
ing on  the  ground k,  as  dropping  from  the 
clouds,  and  the  heavens ; ,  neverthelefs, 
it  hath  been  proved  by  plain  experi- 
ments, that  dew  will    afcend  from  the 

s  Pf.  civ.   3. 

h  Pf.  xxiv.  2.  Non  difputat  philofophice  David 
^e  terrae  fitu,  ubi  dicit,  fuper  maria  fundatam, 
fed  populariter  loquens  ad  rudium  captum  fe  ac- 
commodat.      Calvin,  in  loc. 

1  Gen.  xxvii.  28.   Dan.  iv.  2,5, 

k  2  Sam    xvii.  12. 

1  Prov.  iii.  20.    Deut.  xxxit.  28. 

earth, 
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earth,  and  the  plants.  The  manna  with 
which  the  IiVaelitcs  were  fed  in  the  wil- 
derness, though  attended  with  feveral 
miraculous  circumftances,  doth  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  of  a  different  nature 
from  our  modrrn  manna,  which  is  only 
an  exudation  from  plants  and  trees.  Bui' 
as  manna  was  till  of  late  thought,  like  the 
dew,  to  fall  from  above,  the  Scripture  fays, 
When  the  dew  fell  in  the  night,  the  manna 
fell  upon  it m.  So  that  even  in  relating  mi- 
racles, the  facred  writers  make  ufe  of  po- 
pular expreffions,  on  whatever  hypothecs 
they  were  built.  In  illuftrating  their  doc- 
trine alfo,  their  expreffions  are  accommo- 
dated to  the  general  apprehenfions  of  men, 
and  appearances  of  things.  Except  a  corn 
if  wheat  fall  into  the  ground,  and  D  IE, 
fays  our  Saviour,  it  ahideth  alone ;  but  if 
it  die,  it  bringeth  forth  much  fruit  \  St, 
Paul  likewife    ufes    fimilar    language0, 

m  Numb.  xi.    9. 
n  John  xii.   24. 
;  1  Cor.  xv.  36. 

That 
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T!hat  which  thou  foweft,  is   not  quickened 
except  it  DIE*     Strictly  fpeaking,  the 
feed  of  the  corn  fown,  which  is  the  en- 
tire future  fruity  and  is  a  minute  infenfi- 
ble  principle,  contained  within  the  out- 
ward grain,  doth  not  die.     When  this  is 
killed   by  any  accident,    it   never    rifes. 
Neverthelefs,  the  outward  part  or   body 
of  the  grain  is  corrupted  and  dhTolved  in 
the  earth :  and  this  corruption  or  death 
(as  it  was  called)  of  the  outward  part  of 
the  grain  is  neceffary  to  make  way  for  the 
production  of  the  new  corn  from  the  fe- 
minal  principle  within.       In  this  view 
only  is  it  true,  that  the  feed  dies,  in  or- 
der to  its  being  quickened,   and  bringing 
forth  fruit.     And  this  ferved  to  illuftrate 
the  refpective  arguments  of  our  Saviour 
and  St.  Paul.     Other  examples  might  be 
added?. 

p  When  St.  Paul  prays  for  the  Theflalonians, 
(i  Theff.  v.  23  )  that  their  whole  frame,  thefpirit9 
and  the  foul,  and  the  body  (oAokA^ov  v/awv,  to  zjvevy.xy 
x?  n  -fyvXP*  *£  T*  °""/*a)  wight  h  preferved  blamelefs 

unto 
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But  thofe  already  produced,  are  fuffi- 
cient  to  (hew,  that  the  prophets  of  God 
make  frequent  ufe  of  the  vulgar  phrafeo- 
logy,  though  originally  grounded  on  a 
miltaken  hypothefis.  Nor  do  they  hereby 
countenance  that  hypothefis,  or  make 
themfelves  at  all  anfwerable  for  its  truth 
or  falfehood;  any  more  than  the  natura- 
lift  doth,  whenever  he  adopts  vulgar  ex- 
preilions,  and  fays,  the  dew  falls ,  the  fun 
rzfes,  fcts,  or  is  eclipfed.  The  mod  ac- 
curate  authors,  it  is  univerfally  known, 

unto  the  coming  of  the  Lord  fefus  Cbriji  ;  doth  he  not 

analifc  human  nature,  in  conformity  to  the  doctrine 

of  the  Jewifti  rabbis  and  Gentile  philofophers,   who 

fuppofed  man   to  be  compounded  of  three  diitinft 

fubftances,    the  ration zlfpirii,   the  animal  or  fe-nfi- 

tive  foul,   and  the  body  f    See   Nemeflus  de  Natura 

hominis,    p.    2.    Oxon.    1671.     Vitringa    Obferv. 

facr.  lib;  III.  ch.  iv.  v.  1.   p.  5491.      St.  Paul  in 

Col.  i.  16,  fpeaks  of  thrones,  dominions,  principalities? 

and  powers \   concerning   which,   H.    Zanchius   in 

loc.    fays,  Crediderim   apoftolos    per    conceffionem 

potius  has  voces,  quibus  Hebraei  varios  gradus  inter 

angelos   fignificabant,    pofuifTe,    quam  quod    certo 

novennt,   rem  ita  fe  habere.       Concerning  the  deaf 

adder  mentioned  Pf.  Iviii.  4,  fee  Hammond  in  loc 

Y  >  do 


322  On  the  Demoniacs 

do  not  either  in  their  writings,  or  ordi- 
nary converfation,  always  fpeak  accord' 
ing  to  ftrict  philofophical  truth.  Now, 
if  there  are  fome  undeniable  inftances  in 
phyfics,  in  which  the  prophets  of  God, 
without  incurring  any  kind  of  blame, 
employ  the  common  language,  though 
built  on  a  falfe  opinion ;  this  may  be  the 
cafe  in  other  inftances.  Nay,  this,  moft 
probably,  is  the  cafe  univerfally,  when 
they  fpeak  on  fubjec"ts  of  natural  know- 
lege.  Jt  doth  not  appear,  that  they 
did  on  any  occanon  frame  a  new  lan- 
guage, in  order  to  exprefs  thernfelves  in 
perfect  conformity  to  true  philofophy. 
Why  then  might  they  not  adopt  the  com- 
mon language  with  refpect  to  pojeffion, 
confidered  as  the  caufe  of  a  bodily  dis- 
order ?  Why  mould  it  be  taken  for  granted, 
that  they  exprefs  thernfelves  with  a  philo- 
fophical exaclnefs  on  this  fubjed,  when 
they  neglect  it  on  others  ?  You  can  no 
more  infer  their  belief  of  pofTeffions,  from 
their  faying,  that  fome  had  demons,  or  a 

Jpirit 
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fpirit  of  Apollo ;  than  you  can  learn  a 
man's  fyftern  ol  philolbphy,  from  his 
faying,  that  his  friend  hath  St,  Am  iy9s 
fre,  or  from  his  affirming  that  the  fun 
rifes  and  fets  every  day.  To  come  itill 
nearer  to  the  point,  we  add, 

II.  That  the  foregoing  general  obferva- 
tion,  viz.  that  it  is  no  unuiual  thing  with 
all  forts  of  perfons,  and  particularly  with 
the  divinely  commiliioned  inftructors  of 
mankind,  to  adopt  the  popular  language, 
without  defigning  to  countenance  the 
opinion  on  which  that  language  was  ori- 
ginally founded,  holds  true  in  the  cafe 
before  us ;  for  they  all  fpeak  in  the  fame 
manner,   on  the  very  fubject  in  queftion. 

That  this  might  &?the  cafe,  was  fliewn 
under  the  former  head,  and  appears  high- 
ly probable  in  itfelf.  Had  hiftory  been 
filent,  yet  it  might  have  been  prefumed, 
that  many  amongft  the  Heathens,  being 
governed  by  fober  reafon,  rather  than 
vulgar  prejudices;  and  that  Mill  more 
amongft  the  Jews,  hearkening  to  the 
Y  z  voice 
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voice  of  their  infpired  prophets;  would 
defpife  and  reject  the  entire  fyflem  of  the 
heathen  demonology,  and  confequently 
the  doctrine  of  pofleffions  which  was 
founded  upon  it.  It  might  have  been  pre- 
fumed  farther,  that  thofe  who  rejected 
the  doctrine  of  poffeffions,  would  never- 
thelefs  (till  continue  to  ufe  the  vulgar  lan- 
guage, in  defcribing  the  cafe  of  thofe  who 
were  thought  to  be  pofTefTed.  For  thus 
it  is  in  all  other  inflances,  and  particularly, 
in  thofe  mentioned  under  the  former  head. 
From  them  it  appears,  that  improvements 
in  philofophy  do  not  immediately  alter 
the  common  modes  of  fpeech.  The  latter 
remain  even  for  ages,  after  the  opinions 
which  gave  rife   to  them  are  exploded. 

What  is  fo  probable  in  fpeculation,  ap- 
pears upon  examination  to  be  true  in  fact. 
Several  parages  cited  above  %  ferve  to 
mew,  that  the  Greeks  by  poffeffion  by  de- 
mons^ often  meaned  no  more  than  a  na- 
tural diforder.     The  word  amongft  the 

i  P.  82.  note  n. 

Romans, 
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Romans,  which  originally  figniiied  a  man 
actuated  by  furies r,  afterwards  denoted 
any  madman.  The  Jews  expreffed  dif- 
ferent diforders  by  the  names  of  different 
demons  l  :  and  fpeak  of  thofe  aspojj'ejjed  by 
de7nonsy  whom  they  regarded  merely  as 
being  mad;  they  do  this,  even  in  cafes 
where  they  exprefly  refer  the  madnefs  to 
a  different  caufe  from  demoniacal  porlef- 
iion.  This  is  done  by  Jofephus,  in  the 
age  of  the  Gofpel '. 

The  prophets  of  God  under  the  Old 
Teftament,  never  exprefly  fpeak  of  de- 
moniacal porTeflions  5  but  we  are  certain, 
that  had  their  occaiions  led  them  to  do  it, 
they  would  not  have  fcrupled  to  defcribe 
reputed  demoniacs,  in  the  fame  manner 
that  all  other  perfons  did,  without  the 
lead  apprehenfion  of  being  thought  on 
that  account  to  countenance  the  dodtrine 
of  real  poffeffions.  For  they  give  all  the 
objects  of  Pagan  woriliip,  the  fame  titles 

r   Furiofus. 

;  P.    85.  »  p.  84. 

Y  3  as 
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as  the  Pagans  themfelves  did,  gods,  lords"  5 
and  call  the  feveral  forts  of  diviners  by 
names  that  imply  a  communication  with 
demons,  by  the  very  names  that  were  aA 
fumed  by  the  pretenders  themfelves,  to 
enable  them  more  fuccefsfully  to  carry  on 
their  impoftures,  or  were  conferred  on 
them  by  the  fuperftition  of  the  people x. 
This  they  did  merely  to  characterize,  not 
to  allow,  the  pretenflons,  either  of  the 
heathen  diviners,  or  of  the  obje&s  of  hea- 
then worfhip. 

Now,  if  both  Jews  and  Heathens,  and 
even  the  ancient  prophets,  when  fpeak- 
ing  of  pofTeffionSj  or  on  fimilar  fubjecls, 
adopt   the   common   phrafeology,    when 

u   jDiffert.  on  Mir.  p.  253. 

x  Id.  p.  272.  41&.  Saul  afked  counfel  of  one  that 
had  a  familiar  fpirit,  1  Chron.  x.  13.  Manaffeh 
dealt  with  a  familiar  fpirit,  2  Chron.  xxxiii.  6.  In 
like  manner  under  the  New  Testament,  when  St, 
John  fays,  (1  John  sv,  I.)  Believe  not  every  fpir it, 
but  try  the  fpirits  ;  by  fpirits  we  are  to  underftand, 
not  thofe  who  were  under  a  divine  afflatus,  but 
thofe  who  pretended  tp  be  fo. 

they 
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they  did  not  defign  to  countenance  the 
opinion  on  which  it  was  originally  ground- 
ed ;  why  might  not  this  be  the  cafe  with 
regard  to  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  ?  Why 
might  not  they  as  well  as  others  fpeak 
of  thofe  as  demoniacs,  who  were  reputed 
or  appeared  as  fuch,  without  deiigning 
thereby  to  give  their  fan&ion  to  the  doc- 
trine of  pofTeffions  ?  Nay,  it  is  certain  in 
fact,  and  generally  allowed  by  the  moil 
judicious  advocates  of  real  pofTeffions, 
that  our  Saviour  and  his  apoflles  do,  on 
fome  cccafions,  at  leaf!,  ufe  fuch  expref- 
fions  on  the  fubjedl  before  us,  as  they 
could  not  deiign  to  have  underffcood  in  a 
literal  fenfe,   or  in  their  fulled  import. 

When  the  facred  hiftorians  tell  us,  that 
one  perfon  was  poffefTed  by  J eve 11  demons  y9 
and  another,  by  a  legion'1' :  is  it  not  more 
natural  to  fuppofe,  that  they  adopted  the 

y  Luke  viii.  2. 

z  Mark  v.  15.  Him  that  had  the  legion.  This 
may  poffibly  fignify  no  more,  than  him  that  faid  he 
had  a  legion, 

Y  4  phra- 
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phrafeology  of  the  Jews,  and  ufed  it  in  the 
fame  general  fen fe  they  did  ;  than  thatihey 
determined,  by  immediate  infpiration,  the 
exadl  number  of  demons  by  which  each 
of  them  was  poflefled  ?  Is  it  not  the  more 
reafonable  to  believe  this  is  to  be  the 
cafe,  as  Chrift  commanded  no  more  than 
one  a  demon  to  come  out  of  the  man,  in 
whom  there  was  a  legion  ?   Underftand 

a  He  had  commanded  the  unclean  fpirit  to  come  out 
of  him,  Luke  viii.  29.  Mark  v.  8.  How  little 
the  evangelifts  defigned  to  make  themfelves  anfwer- 
able  for  the  language  of  their  country,  and  to  fpeak 
with  philosophical  precifion  in  defcribing  demo- 
niacs j  appears  from  their  reprefenting  the  Gada- 
rene  demoniac  fometimes  as  having  one,  and  fome- 
times  as  having  more  demons.  Mark  calls  him  a 
man  with  an  unclean  fpirit,  ch.  v.  2.  and  yet  at  v. 
12,  he  fays,  All  the  demons  hef ought  fefus  j  and  at 
v.  j  3,  the  unclean  fpirits  went  out;  and  at  v.  15, 
he  calls  the  perfon  here  fpoken  of,  the  demoniac 
that  had  the  legion.  Luke  fays,  he  had  demons, 
ch.  viii  27,  that  the  unclean  fpirit  caught  him, 
and  that  he  was  driven  of  the  demon,  v.  29, 
and  that  the  demons  went  out  of  him,  33,  38  \ 
ufing  indifferently  either  the  fingular  or  plural 
number. 

this. 
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this  according  to  the  letter,  and  what 
fervice  was  done  the  demoniac,  who  was 
ftill  poflerTed  by  more  than  fix  thoufand 
demons  ? 

It  was  a  very  common  opinion  among 
the  Jews,  though  not  peculiar  to  themb, 
that  evil  fpirits  frequent  defolate  places. 
St.  John  alludes  to  this  opinion  c  ,  and  fo 
doth  our  Saviour  himfelf,  in  faying,  When 
the  unclean  fpirit  is  gone  out  of  a  man,  he 
walketh  through  dry  places  d.    But  mall  we 

b  See  Ode  de  Angelis,  p.  691.  and  Sir  Norton. 
Knatchbull  on  Mat.  xii.  43. 

c  Babylonis  become  the  habitation  of demons, Rev. xv'ui. 
2.  that  is,  "  Babylon  is  become  a  defer  f .  Com- 
pare the  Septuagint  verfion  of  If.  xiii.  21.  Vitrin- 
ga  on  Rev.  xviii,  2,  obferves,  Eftque  ilia  popularis 
opinio,  antiquis  jam  populis  recepta,  in  vaftis  de- 
fertifque  locis  regnare  daemones,  Mat.  xii.  43.— 
a  qua  populari  fententia,  ut  fape  alias  fit,  defumi 
potuit  locutio,  qua  id  folummodo  intendit  fpiritus 
f.  ut  plenariam  &  prascifam  doceat  vaftationem  illis 
efTe  inferendam  locis. 

d  It  is  added,  feeking  refl,  and  findeth  nontt 
Then  he  faith,  I  will  return  into  my  houfe  from  whence 
I  came  out ;  and  when  he  is  come,  he  findeth  it  empty, 
fwept  and  garnijhed.     Then  goeth  he,  and  taketh  with 

re- 
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reprefent'Z7z/;z,  in  whom  dwell  all  the  trea- 
fures  of  wifdom  and  knowledge,  as  enter- 

himf elf f even  other  fpirits  more  wicked  than  himfelf  and 
they  enter  In  and  dwell  there  :  and  the  lojl  fate  of  that 
man  is  worfe  than  the  firf.  Even  fb  Jh all  it  be  alfo  unto 
this  -ivicked  generation,  Mat.  xii.  43.  Luke  xi.  24. 
That  is,  "  It  is  commonly  faid,  that  if  evil  fpirits, 
after  having  left  a  man  for  a  while,  return  to  him 
again,  he  generally  fuffers  more  violent  fymptoms 
than  he  did  at  firft,  and  his  cafe  becomes  more  de- 
plorable. Now  this  cafe  is  a  juft  reprefentation  of 
your's  :  for  notwithstanding  fome  appearances  of 
amendment  under  the  preaching  of  the  Baptift, 
(Mat.  iii.  7.  John  v.  35.)  and  the  miniftry  of  the 
Meffiah  ;  your  vices,  which  were  curbed  for  a  time, 
will  return  with  double  violence,  and  bring  down 
upon  you  heavier  judgment  than  any  the  nation 
hath  hitherto  fuffered".  Confult  Lardher's  Cafe, 
p.  139.  Grotius  on  Mat.  xii.  43.  and  compare 
1  Pet.  ii.  20 — -22. 

The  following  remark  was  communicated  to  me 
by  a  very  ingenious  and  learned  friend.  "  Our 
Saviour  did  not  introduce  this  comparifon  abruptly, 
but  made  ufe  of  it  foon  after  curing  a  demoniac, 
who  was  perhaps  then  flanding  before  him,  and 
when  the  Jews  charged  him  with  cafting  out  de- 
mons by  Beelzebub,  the  prince  of  demons,  Thefe 
circunrftances  feem  to  evince  the  propriety  of  ufing 
this  comparifon", 

taining 
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taining  this  vulgar  notion, only  becaufehe 
alludes  to  it,  and  illuilrates  his  argument 
by  it,  in  his  addrefs  to  the  Jews  ?  Do  not 
the  moft  intelligent  and  judicious  writers 
borrow  companions  from  fabulous  ani- 
mals and  monfters  %  as  the  griffon,  the 
centaur,  and  the  phcenix  ?  Again,  when 
Chrift  fays  on  one  occafion,  Come  out,  thou 
unclean  fpir it*  y  and  on  another,  Thou 
dumb  and  deaf  fpirit,  I  charge  thee  come 
out  of  him  s  .*  mall  we  from  hence  infer, 
that  he  believed  fpirits  to  be  dumb,  deaf, 
and  unclean  ?  When  he  is  reafoning  con- 
cerning Beelzebub11,  in  a  manner  that 
feems  to  imply  a  belief  of  his  power  ;  he 
is  only  reafoning  with  his  enemies  upon 
their  own  principles i  5  he  knew  that  Beel- 

e  Compare  the  ancient  Univerfal  Hiftory  8vo. 
vol.  iii.  p.  491. 

f    Mark  v    8.  §    Ch.  ix.  25. 

h  Mat.  xii.  26,  27.  If  Satan  caft  out  Satan, 
&c.     On  this  paffage,  fee  DifTert.  on  Mir.  p.  388. 

1  It  was  not  unufual  with  our  Saviour,  to  ar- 
gue with  others  on  their  own  principles,  though 
evidently  falfe  and  groundlefs.     In  proof  of  this  I 

zebub 
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zebub  was  a  fiditious  k  deity  -,  and  no 
more  defigned  to  admit  his  power,  than 
he  did  to  admit  the  power  of  Mammon, 
whom  the  Pagans  acknowleged  as  the  god 
of  wealth,  when  he  faid,  Te  can  not  Jerve 
God  and  Mammon1.     Laftly,  Is  it  not  un- 

appeal  to  Mat.  xi.  12,  13,  (I  came  not  to  call  the 
righteous ,  but  Jinn ers  to  repentance  ;)  where  Chrift 
doth  not  grant  that  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees  were 
righteous,  (for  he  was  no  ftranger  to  their  hypo- 
crify  and  wickednefs;)  but  vindicates  his  conduct, 
even  upon  their  own  fuppofition,  that  they  really 
were  as  righteous  as  they  affecled  to  appear.  Com-. 
pare  Luke  xv.  29.  (fee  alfo  Mat.  xi.  25,  where 
Chrift  calls  them  vAfe  and  prudent,  without  allow- 
ing them  to  be  really  fuch.) — To  Mat.  xxv.  24,  25, 
where  Chrift  argues  with  the  flothful  fervant,  who 
reproached  his  lord  with  being  an  hard  man,  upon  his 
own  principles,  merely  to  mew  him,  that  they  con- 
cluded agsinft  himfelf. — To  Mat.  xii.  27.  fee  Dif- 
fer t.  on  Mir.  p.  392.— To  Luke  xxiv.  37,  38,  39. 
explained,  ib.  p.  166. — And  to  Luke  xviii.  1 — 7. 

k  See  above,  p.  31.  and  2  Kings  1.  6. 

1  Mat.  vi.  24.  I  acknowledge  that  Mammon 
may  fignify  indifferently,  either  riches,  or  the  god 
of  riches,  juft  as  Ceres  denotes  corn  or  the  goddefs 
of  corn  :  but  Mammon  being  ufed  here  in  oppofi- 
tion  to  the  true  God,  there  muft  be  a  reference  to 

reafonable 
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reasonable  in  the  advocates  of  demonifm, 
to  underftand  our  Lord  literally 'in  that  de- 
claration, I  beheld  Satan  as  lightning,  fall 
from  heaven  m  ?  Do  they  not  contend,  that 
Satan  had  been  call  out  of  heaven,  many 
ages  before  the  million  of  the  feventydif- 
ciples  ?  From  heaven  therefore  he  could 
not,  on  their  own  principles,  be  feen  to 
fall  at  this  period.  If  by  heaven,  they 
chufe  to  underftand  the  air  ;  why  do  they 
maintain,  that  the  air  is  fill  the  refidence 
of  Satan,  and  the  feat  of  his  empire  ? 
Without  contradicting  their  own  princi- 
ples therefore,  they  cannot  explain  thefe 
words  literally,  or  concerning  any  fuddert 
precipitation  of  Satan  himfelf",  either  from 
the  air,  or  from  the  celeftial  regions.  If 
you  fay,  that  this  language  doth  however 
imply,  that  Satan  had  formerly  been  one 

this  falfe  god  ;  and  he  is  put  for  thofe  riches,  over 
which  he  is  thought  to  prefide. 
m  Luke  x.  18. 
Bifhop  Warburton,  p.  216.  explains  Luke  x. 
18.  Of  a  fudden  precipitation  of  the  prince  of  the  air, 
where  he  had  fo  long  held  his  empire. 

Of 
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of  the  inhabitants  and  princes  of  heaven  i 
I  anfwer,  that  then  the  like  language  will 
prove  the  fame  concerning  the  king  of 
v  Babylon  ;  for  of  him  it  is  faid,  How  art 
thou  fallen  from  heaven  °  /  When  Cicero 
reproaches  Antony  with  pulling  his  col- 
league down  from  heaven p  -,  was  more 
meaned,  than  that  Antony  had  deprived 
him  of  all  his  authority  ?  To  fall  from 
heaven,  is  a  mode  of  expreffion  familiar 
to  all  languages,  the  eaftern  efpeciallyj 
and  denotes  the  lofs  of  dignity  and  domi- 
nion q.  And  our  Saviour  here  tells  us,  that 
he  had  a  prophetic  view  of  the  fudden 
overthrow  of  fuperitition  and  idolatry, 
(ufually  defcribed  as  the  kingdom  of  fatan, 
or  an  adverfary  j)  or  of  the  ipeedy  preva- 
lence of  true  religion  over  every  oppojing 
power  \ 

°  If.  xiv.  12. 

p  De  ccelo  detraxifti,   Cicer.  Phil.  ii. 

*  If.  xiv.  13,  14,  15.  Luke  x.  15.  Rev.  xii» 
7—9. 

1  Satan  properly  denotes  an  adverfary,  (fee  above, 
p.  16,  17,)  and  more  efpecially  an  adveifary  of  true 

To 
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To  the  foregoing  examples,  I  will  add  ' 
one  from  the  writings  of  St.  Paul.  When 
he  afks  the  Galatians,  Who  hath  bewitch- 
ed you{  ?  did  he  mean  more  than  to  ex- 
prefs  the  great  abfurdity  of  their  conduct, 
without  having  the  leaf!  intention  of  af- 
cribing  it   to  fafcination  ?  St.  Jerome  % 

religion.  2  Thef.  ii.  4,  9.  Rev.  xii.  9.  It  is  here 
explained  by  the  enemy.  Luke  x.  19,  Behold,  I 
give  you  authority  over  all  the  poiver  of  the  enemy, 
plainly  meaning  by  the  enemy,  not  one  particular 
perfon,  but  all  oppofition.  It  was  common  with 
the  Jews  to  ufe  the  fingular  number  in  the  manner 
it  is  in  this  pafTage,  in  order  to  exprefs  the  meaning 
of  the  plural,  Where  is  the  wife  ?  Where  is  the 
fcribe  ?  That  there  can  be  no  reference  here  to  fallen 
angels,  is  evident  from  what  was  proved  above, 
(ch.  1.  fe£t.  1,  2.)  that  thefpirits  who  were  thought 
to  pofTefs  men  were  human  fpirits. 
1  Gal.  iii.  1. 
Ufus-  fermone  fit  trivii,  &  ut  in  ceteris,  ita  in 
hoc  quoque  loco  verbum  quotidians  fermocinationis 
affumferit. — Ex  opinione  vulgi  fumptum  putamus 
exemplum.— .Quod  fi  aliquis  contradicit,  exponat 
quomodo  de  communi  opinione  fit  fumptum,  vallis 
Titanorum  in  Regum  libris,  Syrenae  &  onocentauri 
in  Efaia  :  Arcturus  &  Pleiades  in  Job,  &  csetera 
his  fimilia,  qua?  utique  vocabula  gentilium  fabula- 

on 
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on  this  place,  freely  admits,  that  here,  as 
in  other  places  of  Scripture,  the  expref- 
fion  is  popular  only,  and  accommodated 
to  the  opinion  of  the  vulgar.    And  a  mo- 
dern writer",  as  greatly  diftinguimed  by 
his  candour,  as  by  his  learning*  and  one  of 
the  ableft  defenders  of  the  demoniac  fyf- 
tem,    obferves,    that   the    Greek    word, 
which  we  render  bewitched,  "  flrongly  ex- 
prefTes  the  unreafonable  turn  their  minds 
had   taken*  fo  that  one  would  imagine* 
they  had  been  deprived  of  the  regular  ufe± 
even  of  their  natural  faculties." 

Now,  if  the  prophets  of  God,  when 
fpeaking  on  the  very  fubject  in  queftion, 
did,  in  the  feveral  forementioned  in  fiances* 
or  in  any  of  them,  adopt  popular  expref- 
fions,  without  intending  to  give  their 
fanclion  to  thofe  opinions  on  which  they 
were  originally  founded*-  why  might  not 
they  do  fo  in  all  other  inflances  relative  to 

rum  &  caufas    &    origines  habent,  Hieron.     in 
Gal.Jii.  1. 

u  Dr.  Doddridge  on  Gal.  iii,  1, 

the 
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the  fame  fubjed:  ?  Why  might  not  they 
affirm  that  fome  peribns  were  pojt '(Jed,  in 
a  fenfe  fimilar  to  that  in  which  they  af- 
firmed others  to  be  bewitched?  Though 
they  did  not  believe  the  exigence  and  in- 
fluence of  Mammon,  the  reputed  god  of 
wealth,  yet  they  fcruple  not  to  call  wealth 
by  his  name ;  and  they  might  therefore 
with  equal  propriety  ufe  demons  for  thofe 
dire  difeafes,  of  which  they  were  the  re- 
puted authors.  Merely  from  their  defcrib- 
ing  demoniacs  in  the  common  popular 
language,  you  cannot  certainly  conclude, 
that  either  Chrift  or  his  apoftles  x  enter- 

Dr.  Lardner  is  of  opinion,  that  the  evangelijls, 
at  the  time  of  writing  their  hifto-ries,  believed  real 
PoJJeJJions,  Cafe  of  the  Demoniacs,  p.  122.  But 
this  can  no  more  be  inferred  concerning  them,  from 
their  mode  of  recording,  than  it  can  be  inferred  con- 
cerning Cbrijl,  from  his  manner  of  performing,  the 
cure  of  demoniacs.  The  language  of  both  was  the 
very  fame  ;  and  the  argument  drawn  from  ic,  if  it  be 
inconclufive  with  refpecr.  to  the  one,  muft  be  equally 
fo  with  refpecY  to  the  other.  The-  apoftles,  in- 
deed, might  early  imbibe- the  prejudices  of  their 
countrymen  with  regard  to  rer.l  pofTefTions  ;""they 
might  net  be  able  to  detect  the  error  by  a  fuperior 
Z  tained 
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tained  the  opinion  to  which  that  language 
awed  its  rife. 

I  do  not  remember,  that  any  perfons 
contend  for  the  apoftles  believing  the 
power  of  the  moon  over  the  diforder  called 
lunacy,  merely  becaufe  they,  in  common 
with  others,  defcribe  it  by  this  name. 
Nay,  fome  of  the  moil:  zealous  advocates 
for  pofTeffions,  exprefsly  declare,  that 
thofe  called  lunatics  were  not  really  fuch, 
but  are  fo  denominated  in  conformity  to 
the  opinion  of  the  vulgar y.  Neverthelefs, 

force  of  genius  and  penetration,  (which  would  have 
ferved  only  to  obfcure  the  evidences  of  their  divine 
million;)  and  confidered  as  an  error  of  philofophy, 
it  might  not  be  corre&ed  by  immediate  revelation  : 
neverthelefs,  they  have  effectually  confuted  it  by 
their  doctrine  concerning  demons  $  as  was  fhewn 
above. 

y  Hieron.  in  Mat.  iv.  24.  fays,  Non  vere  luna- 
ticos,  fed  qui  putabantur  lunatici  ob  dgemonum  fal- 
laciam.  And  Caefarius,  qusefr.  ii29  il  priStv  Ik 
twi/  &fcuv  idpytTUVToa  J)  x$mxvtxi  01  kvvpoairoii  zrccg  to 
vo<x.yyi\iov  treXwix^optvisg  Xiyu  tz$  imhwrTiKzg  xtyfxu- 
rag  r^  pna-c-opivx; ',  xttqv.^.  'LtXwia.^oy.ivtit;  (pYi<r\  axrx 
friv  w^oyiipov  twi/  «roAAwv  V7rcvoiXV9  pn  ^cc^avruv  xaa- 
trxi  tq  vyrihortgov* 

the 
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the  evangelifts  affirm  in  exprefs  terms, 
that  the  people  brought  to  Jefus  thofe 
which  were  lunatic,  as  well  as  thofe  which 
were  pqffeJJ'ed  with  demons7-.  From  this 
language,  it  may  with  as  much  reafon 
be  inferred,  that  they  believed  in  the 
power  of  the  moon,  as  in  that  of  demons. 
And  a  lunar  influence  over  difeafes  might 
with  as  much  propriety,  be  made  an  arti- 
cle of  faith,  upon  the  authority  of  the 
apofiles,  as  a  demoniacal  one.  It  is  equally 
evident,  that  with  refpeel  to  both,  they 
only  adopt  the  common  language  of  the 
age  and  country  in  which  they  lived. 

III.  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  had  fuffi- 
cient  reafon  for  adopting  the  common 
phrafeology  with  refpeel:  to  demoniacs, 
(even  fuppofing  them  not  to  approve  the 
hypothecs  on  which  it  was  grounded  ;) 
becaufe  is  was  employed  to  defcribe  the 
real  cafe  of  thefe  perfons,  both  the  fymp- 
toms  of  their  diforder,  and  their  cure. 

2    Mat.   iv.  24. 

Z  2  At 
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At  nrft  view,  it  may  appear  ftrange, 
that  certain  modes  of  fpeech  which  owed 
their  rife  to  a  falfe  philofophy,  mould 
remain  in  ufe  long  after  that  philofophy 
is  exploded,  and  be  adopted  without  fcru- 
p'le  by  all  forts  of  perfons.  The  reafon, 
however,  is  not  difficult  to  be  difcovered. 
Thefe  modes  of  fpeech,  even  when  firfl 
introduced,  exprefs  certain  outward  and 
fenfible  ejf'eBs,  as  well  as  the  caufe  to 
which  they  are  referred.  Nay,  though 
both  were  originally  included  under  the 
fame  terms,  yet  the  terms  often  conti- 
nue to  be  employed  in  defcribing  the 
effects,  after  a  general  alteration  of  fenti- 
rnent  concerning  their  reputed  caufe. 
This  appears  in  the  cleared  manner  from 
thofe  examples  fpecined  above.  Lunacy 
imported  at  firfl:  a  kind  of  phrenzy,  as 
well  as  the  influence  of  the  moon  over  it; 
and  it  is  now  ufed  by  all  forts  of  perfons 
for  phrenzy  or  madnefs  in  general,  from 
whatever  caufe  it  is  fuppofed  to  proceed. 
St.    Anthony's  fire,  and  St.  Vitus' s   dance 

always 
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always  denoted  certain  bodily  diftempers, 
which    were    originally    referred    to    tirj 
faints  from   whom   they  borrowed    their 
refpeclive  denominations  ;  but  at  prefent, 
at  leaft.when  ufed  byProteftants,  C^gmfy 
merely    thofe   diftempers,    without    any 
reference    to   the    faints.        The  Night- 
inare,  which    was  the   name  given   to  a 
fpirit  that  was   faid   to  opprefs  and   fuf- 
focate    perfons    in    their    fleep,     is  ftill 
ufed    to  exprefs  the    fenfations   we   feel 
in  the  night,  refembling  the  prefTure  of 
fome  weight  upon   the   breaft,    notwith- 
ftandingour  afcribing  thofe  fenfations  now 
merely  to  a  ftoppageof  the  animal  fpirits,. 
or  fome  natural  caufe.     To  bewitch,   de- 
noted at  firfr,    to  do  mifchief  to  the  per- 
fons or  property  of  mankind  by  the  afnf- 
tance  of  the   devil ;  but  now,  excluding 
this  idea,    it   often  fignifles,   to  pleafe  ir- 
refiftibly,   or  to  produce  effe&s  fcarce  to 
be   accounted    for   without   fafcination  \ 
a    "  The    charms  of  poetry   our  fouls  bewitch", 
fays  Dryden.  TVho  hath  bewitched  you?  is  the  language 
of  St.  Paul. 

Z3  By 
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By  the  terms  Ceres  and  Bacchus,  the  Hea- 
thens often  meaned  merely  corn  and 
wine  b,  though  they  were  the  names  of 
the  deities  that  prefided  over  them.  The 
reafon  why  philofophers  fpeak  of  the  fun 's 
rifingi  fetting,  and  being  eclipfed,  is,  that 
this  language,  which  was  once  thought 
conformable  to  truth,  ftill  agrees  with, 
and  ferves  to  exprefs  outward  appearances. 
The  foregoing  obfervations  are  applica- 
ble to  the  cafe  before  us.  Pojpffion,  as 
we  have   fhewn  at  large0,    did,   in   the 

b  Fruges  Cererem  appellamus  ;  vinum  autem 
Liberum:  ex  quo  illud  Terentii,  fine  Cerere  & 
Libero  friget  Venus.  Cicero  de  Nat.  Deor. 
Jib.  II.  cb.  xxiii.  Notwithftanding  this  way  of 
fpeaking,  no  man  was  fo  abfurd  as  to  imagine,  that 
which  he  ate  was  a  god  ;  according  to  the  ob- 
fervation  of  the  Roman  orator,  Sed  ecquem  tarn 
amentem  cife  putas,  qui  illud  quo  vefcatur  deum 
credat  efTe  ?  In  Euripides  (Bacchae,  v.  275.)  we 
read,  A^v;t»i^  Srux,  yv\  $  srlu.  See  Euripid.  Helen. 
v.   1318,  and  the  notes  of  Barnes. 

c  Ch.  I.  feci.  5,  6.  In  confirmation  of  this  point, 
I  would  obferve,  that  the  moft  judicious  of  thofe 
writers  who  affirm  the  reality    of  pojftjfions,    allow 

earliefl: 
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earlieft  ages,  include  infinity,  no  lefs 
than  its  apprehended  caufe.  It  was,  in- 
deed, from  the  fymptoms  of  this  dilorder 
that  the  ancients  inferred  the  patient  was 
pofieffed.  Now,  if  it  was  the  univerfal 
cuftom  of  antiquity,  by  the  phrafe  having 

that  infanity  was  included  in  this  term,  and  even 
that  the  Greek  phyficians  by  demons  meancd  a 
fpecies  of  phrenfy,  that  was  curable  by  natural 
means.  This  is  the  cafe  with  regard  to  that  learn- 
ed and  accurate  critic,  Bcza,  who,  in  his  note  on 
Mat.  iv.  24,  blames  the  translating  Sxiyovi^oyivm; 
by  furiofos,  the  word  being,  in  his  opinion,  too 
general,  (vocabulo  certe  nimi-um  general i.)  On  Mat. 
viii.  16.  he  thus  exprefles  himfelf  :  $xiy.ovi?oy/iv>is, 
i.  a  daemonibus  obfeflbs,  non  fimpliciter  furiofos, 
quos  vetus  ecclefia  zvegyxixms  vocabat,  eos  etiammeo 
judicio,  intelligens  qui  interiore  &  a  medicis  fana- 
bilifurorecorripiebantur,dilucida  habentes  intervalla. 
Nam  &  Grjeci  medici  quoddam  iftiufmodi  furoris  na- 
turalibus  remediis  fanabilis  genus  o^iyovtov  vocant. 
—Euripides  in  Phceniffis,  dociy.ovavTix.g  vocat  eos 
qui  dsmonum  agitatione  infantum  The  real  fact 
is,  that  all  the  ancients  under  the  terms,  demoniacal 
poffeflion,  comprehended  madnefsin  general,  or  cer- 
tain kinds  of  it  ;  and  that  fome  confidered  it  as  a  fu- 
pernatural,  others  as  a  mere  natural  diforder. 
But  no  man's  opinion  of  it  could  be  learned  bare- 
ly from  his  ufe  of  thefe  terms, 

Z  4  a  demon 
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a  demon,  or  being  pojfejfed  by  a  demon,  to 
deilribe  certain  outward  fymptoms  -,  why 
might  not  Chrift  and  his  apoflles  ufe  this 
phrafe  in  the  fame  ienfe  ?  To  remove 
from  thefe  divine  inflrudtors  of  mankind 
every  ihadow  of  blame,  we  mud  remem- 
ber farther,  that  .words  which  feem  to 
exprefs  a  caufe,  and  might  at  firft  exprefs 
it,  come  in  time  to  fignify  nothing  but 
an  eiFecl,  without  containing  any  idea  of 
the  caufe  by  which  it  was  produced.  To 
be  poitefTed  by  a  demon,  is  a  phrafe  of 
this  kind,  and  often,  denoted  mere  infa- 
nity,  without  including  in  it  demoniacal 
pofTefiion  d.  In  this  reftrictive  fenfe  was 
the  phrafe  fometimes  ufed,  even  by  thofe 
who  afferted  the  power  of  demons  to  pof- 
fefs  mankind,  and  particularly  by  the 
Jewifh  hiflorian  *.  In  no  other  fenfe  could 
it  be  ufed  by  thofe  who  taught,  as  the 
iacred  writers  did,  that  there  were  no 
fuch  beings  as  demons  in  the  world,  or 

Accordingly    Caftaiio     renders    tla^ov^o/^W 
by  furiofos.        See  above,    p.  97.  note  n. 
*   Above,   p.  8^, 

that 


of  the  New  Teftament.  345 

that  they  were  as  void  of  power  as  if  they 
did  not  exift. 

"  Why  then",  we  are  afked,  "  were 
not  demoniacs  called  by  their  proper 
name  of  madmen*  if  they  were  really 
fuch  ?"  In  anfwer  to  this  objection,  it 
may,  I  apprehend,  be  fafely  afTerted,  that 
the  vulgar  language,  ferving  to  exprefs 
the  outward  and  feniible  fymptoms  of  the 
demoniacs,  fufficiently  anfwered  the  end 
of  language,  the  conveying  to  us  a  juft 
idea  of  their  diforder.  Nay,  the  language 
of  the  evangelifls  is  much  more  clear  and 
determinate,  and  gives  us  a  mere  perfect 
notion  of  the  demoniacs,  than  a  general 
declaration  of  their  infanity  would  have 
done.  For  though  the  ancients  thought 
all  poffeffed  perfons  to  be  diibrdered  in 
their  understandings  ;  they  did  not  think 
every  diforder  in  the  underftanding  to  be 
the  effect  of  poffeffion.  Between  dif- 
ferent demoniacs  likewife  there  was  a 
great  diftinction  made.  The  moderns 
reckon   three    fpecies    of  madnefs,     the 

mirthful, 
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mirthful,  the  melancholy,  and  the  raving : 
which,  varioufly  compounded,    together 
with  anger  and  boldnefs,  fear  and  fadnefs, 
create  a  great  diverfity  of  phenomena  in 
maniacs.     Now  the  precife  difference  or 
diilinclion    between    different    madmen 
was  well   preferved   by   the  vulgar  lan- 
guage.     For  different  fymptoms  of  infa- 
nity   were   afciibed    to   different   fpirits, 
and  from  them  received  their  refpedive 
denominations.    Hippocrates,  in  his  trea- 
tife  on  the  epilepfy,  fays,  that  each  difiincl 
affeBion  of  it  was  referred  to  a  particular  deity 
as  its  canfe c.     If  perfons  imitated  a  goat, 
their  diforder  was  attributed  to  the  mother  of 
the  gods  j    if  they    made   a  noife  like  a 
horfe,  to  Neptune ;  if  they  foamed  and 
kicked,  to   Mars.      He  adds,    Wherever 
there   are  great  terrors  in   the  night,    and 
perfons  are  befide  themfehes,  jumping  out  of 
bed,  and  running  out  of  doors  ;   thefe  things 
are  faid  to  proceed  from  Hecate,    and  the 

e  'E?    rr,v  vovg-qv  Txvrqv  IxaVw  s^Sti  rz  zsrccOf©-*  S'sw 
rriv  cxXriw  -croofiUvTeg,   p.  3030    ed.  Foef. 

pof- 
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pojfrjjton  of  heroes.  Accordingly  madmen 
were  called  (cerriti)  the  pofTefTed  by  Ce- 
res, or  (larvati)  the  pofTefTed  by  the 
ghofts  of  bad  menf,  or  diftinguifhed  by 
fome  other  appellation,  according  to 
the  different  fymptoms  of  their  refpective 
diforders.  Thefe  fymptoms  were  ex- 
prefTed  and  afcertained  by  terms  borrow- 
ed from  their  apprehended  caufes  or  au- 
thors. Or  in  other  words,  they  gave  the 
names  of  demons  to  riiftempers  ;  and 
thefe  names  accordingly  defcribed  the  na- 
ture of  thofe  diftempers.  The  fame 
manner  of  fpeaking  was  common  amongft 
the  Jews s.    Kordicus  was  the  name  both 

f  Num  larvatus  aut  cerritus  ?    Plaut.  Menasch. 

v.  4.  2.      The    cerriti  were    the  moft  outrageous 

madmen,  and  feem  to  anfwer  to  the  larvarum  pleni. 

Quaefo  quin  tu   ifthanc  jubes 

Pro  cerrita   circumferri.      Am.  Quin   facto  eft 

opus  \ 
Nam  haec  quidem  acdipol  larvarum  plena  eft. 

Plaut,  Amphitruo,  a<5t  II.  fc.  ii. 
See  Sykes's  Inquiry,    p.  14 — 17. 

£  Lightfoot's     works,    vol.    II.    p.    21 I,    cited 
above,  p.  85,  86. 

of 
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of  a  demon,  and  of  a  difeafe  ;  of  tins  de- 
mon who  ruled  over  thofe  who  drank  too 
much  new  wine,  and  of  the  effect  pro- 
duced by  that -excefs.  Hence  it  came 
to  pafs,  that  what  was  peculiar-  and  dif- 
tinguifhing  in  the  cafe  of  any  perfon 
fpoken  of  as  pofTefled,  the.  particular  kind 
and  effects  of  his  madnefs,  were  well  un- 
derftcod  by  faying,  he  had  a  demon,  an 
evil  demon,  an  unclean  demon,  a  dumb  fpirit, 
a  deaf  and  dumb  fpirit.  In  like  manner, 
when  we  read,  that  the  darafel  at  Philip- 
pi  had  a  .fpirit  of  divination  or  Apollo ;  we 
are  hereby  informed,  what  her  preten- 
iions  were,  and  that  ihe  was  fubjecl;  to 
that  peculiar  kind  of  melancholy  and 
madnefs,  to  which  enthufiaftic  divinatory 
fits  were  thought  to  be  incidentals  When 
it  is  related  of  fome  perfon s,  that  they 
hadfeven  demons,  or  a  legion,  we  do  not 
hereby  underftand,  (as  by  fome  we  are 
fuppofed  to  do)  that  they  had  fo  many 
different  difeafes  -,  thefe  phrafes  exprefs 
the  degrees  of  infanity,  (together,  per- 
haps, 
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haps,  with  fome  diversity  in  the  fymp- 
toms.j  Thofe  who  believed  that  one  de- 
mon could  difturb  the  understanding, 
prefumed  that  a  great  number  of  evil 
fpirits  could  difturb  it  (till  more,  and 
produce  more  violent  effects.  Hence  the 
different  degrees  of  infanity  were  expreff- 
ed  by  different  numbers  of  demons.  In 
the  parable  of  the  ejected  demon,  who 
afterwards  returned  to  the  man  from 
whom  he  had  been  expelled,  with  feven 
other  fpirits  more  wicked  than  himfelf, 
the  condition  of  the  demoniac  is  fup- 
pofed  to  become  hereby  more  deplorable 
than  when  he  was  firft  poffeffed  h.  Mary 
Magdalene,  out  of  whom  went  feven  de- 
mons',  and  the  man  with  a  legion  more 
efpecially,  were  ftark  mad.  Thefe  per- 
fons  refembled  thofe  amongft  the  Ro- 
mans who  were  faid  to  btfull  of ' ghojts*. 

h  Mat.  xii.  45. 

1  See  what  was  obferved  above  concerning  Mary 
Magdalene,   p.  105. 

t  See  note  f,  p.  347,  and  above  p.  79.  note  '. 

It 
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It  being  known  what  effects  the  an- 
cients defcribed  by  poffeflion,  it  is  im- 
poffible  we  mould  be  ignorant  what  they 
meaned  by  difpoffeffion.  If  the  former 
phrafe  was  expreffive  of  a  diforder,  the 
latter  muft  be  fo  of  a  cure.  The  de- 
mon and  the  diforder  were  originally  fup- 
pofed  to  bear  to  each  other  the  relation 
of  caufe  and  effect :  and  the  ceafing  of 
of  the  effect  was  implied  in,  and  expref- 
fed  by,  the  removal  of  the  caufe.  As 
the  entrance  of  demons  into  any  perfon 
denoted  his  becoming  mad,  fo  their  going 
out,  or  being  caft  out  of  him,  neceffarily 
included  his  coming  again  to  himfelf1. 
Nothing  more  than  the  outward  effect, 
the  reftoration  of  the  demoniac  to  his 
right  mind,  could  be  meaned  by  the  ex- 
pulfion  of  demons,  when  the  phrafe  was 
ufed  by  thofe  who  did  not  believe  the 
reality  of  poffefiions.  From  hence  it 
follows,  that  when  we  read  in  the  New 
Teftament,  that  Chrift  and  his  apoflles 

J  See  above,  p.  103,  and  281. 

caji 


of  the  New  Tijlament.  351 

cafi  out  demons ;  this  mud  mean,  that 
they  cured  demoniacs ;  and  it  can  mean 
no  more.  If  by  poiTefllon  they  intend- 
ed only  to  defcribe  a  diforder,  as  we 
have  (hewn  they  did;  the  removal  of  it 
was  all  they  could  intend  by  difpoffeffion. 
And  therefore  when  we  are  told,  that 
the  demon  threw  down  a  man,  who  is 
faid  to  have  an  unclean  fpirit,  and 
convulfed  him,  and  then  came  out  of  him^ 
and  hurt  him  not m  -,  the  meaning  muft  be 
"  that  his  diforder,  which  was  of  the 
kind  afcribed  to  demoniacal  pofTeffion,  re- 
turned upon  him  with  great  violence ;  but 
though  he  had  ufually  fuffered  much  pain, 
under  the  paroxyfms  of  it,  our  Saviour, 
the  very  moment  he  fell  into  his  fit,  in- 
terpofed  for  his  relief,  prevented  his  pain, 
and  reftored  him  to  a  ftate  of  perfect  fa- 
nity."  Accordingly  we  find,  that  the 
evangelifts,  in  defcribing  the  miracles 
Chrift  performed  upon  demoniacs,  fay 
indifferently,  that  he  caft  out  demons,  or 
™  Luke  iv.  33.  35.    Mark  i.  23.  25,  26. 

that 
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that  he  healed  the  demoniacs  -,  and  fome- 
times  ufe both  thefephrafes  as  equivalent". 
"When  we  read,  that  Chriji  cured  'many 
of  infirmities ,  and  plagues y  and  evil  fpirits  °  -, 
and  that  certain  women  had  been  healed  of 
evilfpirits  and  infirmities p ;  is  it  not  moft 
natural,  if  not  neceffary,  by  evil  fpirits 
to  underftand  a  difeafe,  fuch  as  was  ori- 
ginally afcribed  to  evil  fpirits,  and  hence 
came  to  be  defcfibed  by  thefe  terms  ? 
Infirmities,  plagues,  and  evil  fpirits, 
feem  to  be  mentioned  only  as  fo  many 
diftindt  fpecies  of  difeafes,  and  as  being 
equally  the  fubje&s  of  Chrift's  healing 
power.  Evil  fpirits,  thus  underftood, 
might  be  faid  with  propriety,  to  be  heal- 
ed; or  the  patient  might  be  faid  to  be 
healed  of  them.  But  to  heal  evil  fpirits, 
literally  taken,  or  to  be  healed  of  them, 

n  The  demon  departed  out  of  him,'  and  the  child 
was  cured,  Mat.  xvii*  18.  Jefus  rebuked  the  unclean 
fpirit,  and  healed  the  child,  Luke  ix.  4.2.  See 
above,    p.  67. 

0  Luke  vii.  21. 

p  Luke  viii.  2. 

is 


of  the  New  Teftament.  353 

is  an  unufual  and  improper  manner  of 
fpeaking. 

From  the  foregoing  obfervations  it  ap- 
pears, that  the  evangelifts  were  not  un- 
der any  neceffity  of  departing  from   the 
common  language  of  their  age  and  coun- 
try in  reference  to  porTefiions  :  for  it  was 
employed,  as  well  by  thofe  who  alTerted* 
as  by  thofe   who   denied,    the   reality  of 
poffeffions,    to  defcribe  the  fymptoms  of 
the   demoniacs,    and   their   cure.       The 
terms,  indeed,  were  originally  borrowed 
from  the  apprehended  canfes  of  both,  the 
pofieffion  and   ejection  of  demons;    yet 
were  they  univerfally  applied  to  the  out- 
ward   and    fenfible   effects,    madnefs  (ia 
many  different  kinds   and  degrees)   and 
fanity.    So  far  all  muft  allow  the  vulgar 
language  to  be  juft,  and  that  it  conveyed 
a  true  idea  of  the  fubjecl,  which  is  the 
only  ufe  or  end  of  language.     But  this 
language  was    not   only   univerfally  ap- 
plied, but  very  often  confined,  to  the  out- 
ward effecls  juft  now  mentioned  ;  and  in 
A  a  this 


354  ®n  t?ie  demoniacs 

this  confined  fenfe  mud  be  ufed  by  ther 
facnd  writers.  Nor  are  they  at  all  ac- 
countable for  the  error  that  gave  occafion 
to1  it.  The  aftronomer,  we  have  feen, 
ufes  many  expreffions  that,  in  their  ftric~r. 
and  original  meaning,  are  neither  philoso- 
phically jult,  not  agreeable  to  his  own  con- 
ceptions; judging  it  fufficient  that  every 
one  knows,  what  appearances  or  outward 
events  thefe  expreffions  are  ufed  to  defcribe. 
From  the  principles  here  eftablifhed, 
it  will  be  eafy  to  return  an  anfwer  to  all 
the  other  parts  of  the  obje&ion  ftated  at 
the  beginning  of  this  chapter,  which 
have  not  been  already  confidered.  The 
evangelifts*  it  is  pleaded,  not  only  affirm 
that  fome  perfons  were  pofiefTed  by  de- 
mons, and  that  the  demons  departed  or 
were  expelled  from  them,  hut  exprefsly 
dijiinguijh  demoniacs  from  the  difeafed, 
and  their  cure  from  the  healing  of  dif- 
eafes.  On  what  grounds  the  facred 
writers  diftinguiihed  poffieffions,  which 
denoted  a  diforder  of  mind,  from  bo- 
dily 
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dily  difeafes,  was  fhewn  above  q.  There 
was  jufl  the  fame  reafon  for  diftinguifh- 
ing  between  difjpotfcflions  and  the  cure 
of  thofe  difeafes.  Diforders  merely  men- 
talare  of  a  difFerent  nature  from  thofe  by 
which  the  body  alone  is  affected.  Now,  if 
you  underftand  both  pofTeffions  and  dif- 
pofTetTions,  as  they  were  underftood  and 
ufed  by  the  ancients,  concerning  certain 
outward  effects,  viz.  the  lofs  and  reco- 
very of  reafon  and  underftandi?2g;  you 
will  fee  with  what  propriety  they  are 
diftinguifhed  from  mere  bodily  difeafes 
and  their  cure. 

The  only  part  of  the  objection  that  re- 
mains unnoticed,  is  that  taken  from  the 
manner  in  which  Chrift  performed  cures 
upon  the  demoniacs,  when  he  commanded 
the  demons  to  come  out.  "  Thefe  com- 
mands", it  is  faid,  "  manifestly  fuppofe, 
that  the  beings  to  whom  they  are  ad- 
drefTed  are  capable  of  obeying  them  •, 
and  that  Chrift  expected  them  to  obey 
P.  118. 

A  a  2  him 
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him  from  a  convi&ion  and  awe  of  his 
divine  authority.''  But  it  was  no  unufual- 
thing  with  our  Saviour  to  addrefs  the 
elements,  and  other  objeds  equally  in- 
fenfibie,  as  agents  endowed  with  reafon 
and  liberty.  To  the  dead,  Jefus  faid, 
Arife.  He  rebuked  the  winds  and  thefea  r, 
faying,  Peace,  be  ft  ill* \.  Laftly,  he  re- 
buked a  fever,  and  it  left  the  patient'. 
Why  then  might  he  not  rebuke  a  demon, 
even  fuppofing  demon  to  ftand  merely  for 
the  diforder  imputed  to  his  influence,  and 
fpeak  in  the  fame  tone  of  authority  to  it,  as 
to  other  things  equally  incapable  of  a  vo- 
luntary obedience?  Inalltheinftances  here 
mentioned,  our  Saviour's  expreffions  are 
accommodated  to  the  occafion,  but  they 
mu-ft  not  be  interpreted  with  too  much 
rigour.  When  he  faid,  Come  out,  thou 
dumb  and  deaf  fpirit,  he  could  not,  as 
we  have  me wn,  mean  to  declare  his  be- 
lief of  there  being  fpirits  who  are  deaf 


r  1  Mat.  viii.  26.  f  Mark  iv..  39* 

1  Luke  iv.  39, 
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and  dumb.  Nor  could  he  exrjea  to  be 
heard  by  fuch  fpirits  as  are  deaf,  till  by 
a  previous  miracle  he  reflored  or  commu- 
cated  the  power  of  hearing.  Ifi  there  any 
reafon  to  believe,  that  Chrift  ever  per- 
formed any  fuch  miracle  upon  the  devil 
•or  any  other  evil  fpirit  ?  On  the  other 
hand,  if  by  a  fpirit  deaf  mid  dumb,  you 
underftand  a  diforder  attended  with  thefe 
fymptoms  u,  the  language  of  our  Saviour 
will  not  be  liable  to  any  peculiar  excep- 
tion. It  was  intended  only  to  exprefs 
the  cure  he  was  going  to  effect.  And 
as  demoniacs  were  apt  to  conceive  of 
themfelves  as  being  inhabited  andactuated 
by  demons x,  Chrift's  commanding  the 
demons  to  come  out,  was  perhaps  the 
beft  method  of  fignifying  to  the  demo- 
niacs, and  arTuring  them,  that  their  dif- 
temper  mould  be  removed  5  for  they 
were  not  likely  to  believe  the  effect  would 

See  above,    p.  63. 
x   See  above,   p.  250,   &c. 
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ceafe,   unlefs  what  they  judged  to  be  the 
caufe  was  removed. 

Hitherto  we  have  been  attempting  to 
prove,  that  the  firft  publimers  of  the 
Gofpel  might  and  did  retain  the  com- 
mon language  on  the  fubject  under  con-: 
fideration,  without  making  themfelves 
anfwerable  for  the  opinion  on  which  it 
was  founded;  and  that  they  had  good 
reafon  for  retaining  it,  becaufe  it  fervecl 
to  convey  a  jufl  idea  of  the  demoniacs, 
both  of  their  diforder  and  their  cure. 
But  we  may  advance  farther,  and  obferve, 

IV.  That  it  doth  not  appear,  that  they 
had  any  divine  warrant  to  change  the 
vulgar  language  in  defcribing  the  cafe  of 
the  demoniacs  5  or  that  they  were  im- 
mediately and  exprefly  commiffioned  by 
God,  to  inflrudr.  mankind  in  the  fecret 
caufes  of  any  of  thofe  diflempers  which 
they  were  empowered  to  cure,  and  to 
rectify  any  phyfical  miflakes  concerning 
them.  It  hath  been  often  obferved,  that 
their  buiinefs  was  to  inftruct  mankind  in 

the 


of  t lie  New  Teftdttient.  359 

the  doctrines  and  duties  of  religion.  And 
this,  without  doubt,  was  their  peculiar 
province.  But  we  are,  I  apprehend,  to 
conceive  of  each  of  them,  as  having  a 
particular  commiflion  from  God,  which 
they  federally  executed  in  its  ju(l  extent, 
without  ever  deviating  from  it. 

This  appears  to  have  been  the  cafe 
with  regard  our  Saviour.  He  plainly  tells 
us?,  I  have  not  f p  0  ken  of  my f elf,  the  Fa- 
ther gave  me  a  commandment,  what  Ifiould 
fay,  and  what  1  jld  old df peak. — Whatfoever 
I  fpeak  therefore,  even  as  the  Father faid 
unto  me,  fo  I  fpeak.  His  commiOion  to 
inftruct  the  world  did  not  extend  to  all 
the  branches'  of  knowledge  zj  and  he 
never  exceeded  the  limits  of  his  com- 
miOion a.     Nor  did  he  ever  fupprefs  any 

7   John  xii.  49,  50. 

z   Mark  xiii.  32. 

a  When  Chrifi:  was  applied  to  with  fo  good  a 
view  as  that  of  reconciling  brethten,  by  dividing 
a  •difputed  inheritance,  he  rejected  the  prppofal, 
not  merely  from  prudence,  or  to  avoid  giving  of- 
fence 5    but  from  the  unfitnefs  of  his  acting  under 

A  a  4.  thing 
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thing  included  in  it.  He  clearly  and 
explicitly  revealed  whatever  meflages  to 
men  he  was  charged  with  by  God :  All 
things  that  I  have  heard  of  my  Father, 
X  have  made  known  unto  you  b.  Now, 
among  the  feveral  doctrines  which  Chrift 
was  divinely  commiffioned  to  publifh  to 
the  world,  we  do  not  find  the  doctrine 
of  poffeffions,  in  the  view  in  which  we 
are  here  confidering  the  fubjecl:,  or  as 
the  phyfical  caufe  of  epilepfies  and  mad- 
jiefs ;  nor  any  other  point  of  philofophy. 
Neither  doth  it  appear,  that  the 
dpojlles  of  Chrift  received  any  fpecial  re-r 
yelation  with  refpect:  to  thefe  matters. 
It  is  certain  they  have  not  affirmed,  that 

the  character  of  a  magiftrate,  with  which  he  was 
not  invefted,  Luke  xii.  14.  When  his  own 
apoftles  were  defirous  of  knowing  his  opinion 
concerning  the  Pagan  doctrine,  of  the  pre-exif- 
tence  of  the  human  fou],  to  which  their  queftion 
concerning  the  man  born  blind  feems  to  refer; 
he  declined  fpeaking  to  that  point  of  philofophy^ 
John  ix.  1,  2,  3. 
b  John  xv.  15. 

they 
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they  received  any  fuch  revelation  ;  which, 
neverthelefs,  they  ought  to  have  done, 
had  that  been  the  cafe,  that  we  might 
regard  them  as  teachers  of  philofophy  as 
well  as  religion.  They  have  diftinclly 
mentioned  the  feveral  purpofes  for  which 
the  Spirit  was  imparted  ;  and,  it  is  to  be 
prefumed,  have  made  a  complete  enu- 
meration of  them.  We  have  no  ground 
to  charge  them  with  a  criminal  omiffion 
of  any  one  purpofe  for  which  they  re- 
ceived the  Spirit.  It  is  an  injury  to  their 
fidelity,  to  fuppofe,  that  they  concealed 
from  the  world  the  full  extent  of  their 
infpiration. 

Now,  if  the  inftru&ions  of  the  apoftles, 
and  the  commiffion  of  Chrift  did  not 
extend  to  the  natural  eaufes  of  difeafes ; 
it  was  evidently  proper,  if  not  necerTary, 
that  they  mould  defcribe  them  in  the 
manner  that  other  perfons  did.  To  have 
introduced  a  new  language  on  this  fub- 
jec~t,  without  an  immediate  warrant  from 
heaven,  would  have  furniihed  an  objec- 

•     tion 
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tion  againft  their  character,  and  expofed 
them  to  the  reproach  of  exceeding  their 
commifiion. 

Hence  it  appears,  how  very  abfurd  it 
is  to  urge  the  authority  of  the  fir-ft  pub- 
liftiers  of  the  Gofpel,  in  fupport  of  the  doc- 
trine of  porleffions.  On 'their  authority 
alone  it  is,  that  moft  Chriftians  in  the 
prefent  age  reft  this  do&rine.  Bifhop 
Warburton  in  particular  builds  his  opi- 
nion on  the  teftimony  of  the  Gofpel c.  But 
though  we  are  to  receive  as  infallible 
and  divine  truth,  whatever  the  apoftles 
were  intruded  to  reveal  ;  (for  God  con- 
firmed their  teftimony  ;)  yet  on  all  points 
concerning  which  they  received  no  re- 
velation, or  to  which  their  commiffion 

c  P.  236.  His  lordfhip's  proof  of  the  GofpeFs 
bearing  teftimonj'  to  the  truth  of  demoniacal  pof- 
feffions,  is,  it's  fpeaking  of  demoniacs  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  age  in  which  it  was  publiihed  :  an 
argument  that  would  eftablifh  the  fyftem  of  Pto- 
lemy concerning  the  heavenly  bodies,  and  other 
allowed  errors  in  natural  philofophy  ;  as  we  have 
£hewn  at  large, 

did 
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did  not  extend,  they  fpeak  as  all  other 
perfons  did.  And  confcquently  before 
their  authority  is  urged  in  the  cafe  be- 
fore us,  it  muft  be  proved,  that  they 
have  declared,  (in  the  manner  they  have 
done  concerning  thofe  doctrines  they  were 
commimoned  to  publifh,)  that  they  did 
receive  a  revelation  on  the  fubject  of  pof- 
feffions. But  this  is  what  cannot  be 
proved  ;  nor  has  any  one  ever  attempted 
to  do  it.  It  is  indeed  too  notorious  to 
be  difputed,  that  the  language  appealed 
to  in  proof  of  poffeffions,  is  ufed  only  in 
defcribing  the  cafe  of  the  demoniacs; 
and  that  the  doctrine  itfelf  is  never  pro- 
pofed,  as  an  article  of  faith,  nor  are  we 
ever  required  to  receive  it  as  fuch.  We 
may  add, 

V.  As  the  firft  publimers  of  the  Gof- 
pel  were  not,  fo  they  could  not,  be  com- 
miffioned  by  God  to  innruct  mankind  in 
the  phyfical  caufes  of  thofe  difeafes  which 
they  healed.  At  leaft,  the  quefticn  con- 
cerning  the  reality  of  poffeffions   could 

not 
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not  be  directly  and  immediately  deter  ~ 
mined  by  the  authority  of  Chrift  and  his 
apoftles,  without  great  impropriety. 

For  the  miracles  performed  upon  the 
demoniacs,  were  defigned  for  the  convic- 
tion of  unbelievers ;  they  were  the  means 
ufed  to  bring  them  over  to  the  faith  1 
and  confequently  their  nature  was  to  be 
judged  of  and  determined  by  the  tell  of 
reafon  alone,  before  men  believed,  that  is, 
before  men  could  admit  the  authority  of 
their  performers,  or  pay  any  deference  to 
their  judgment.  And  therefore,  if  you 
fay,  that  Chrift  or  his  apoftles  interpofed 
their  authority  to  decide  the  prefent  quef- 
tion ;  you  not  only  affirm  what  cannot 
be  proved,  but  you  reproach  thefe  divine 
inftruclors  with  a  conducl:  unbecoming 
and  abfurd,  you  make  them  urge  their 
authority  in  a  cafe  to  which  it  could  not 
extend,  and  upon  perfons  by  whom  it 
was  not  yet  acknowledged,  who  ought  to 
be  left  (and  who  accordingly  were  left) 
to  judge  for  themfelves,  as  the  circum- 
stances 
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fiances  of  the  cafe  itfelf  might  feem  to 
them  to  require.  What  St.  Paul  fays 
concerning  the  gift  of  tongues,  is  equally- 
true  with  refpect  to  the  cure  of  demoniacs; 
it  for  afgn,  not  to  them  that  believe ',  but 
for  them  that  believe  not d.  And  if  it  was 
defigned  for  the  conviction  of  unbelievers^ 
they  muil  judge  of  it  folely  by  the  exercife 
of  their  reafon.  Accordingly  we  find, 
that  natural  reafon  is  the  only  principle 
to  which  Chrifl  appeals,  when  he  is  argu- 
ing with  the  unbelieving  Jews,  who  re- 
proached him  with  being  a  confederate 
with  Eeelzebub,  the  prince  of  demons : 
If  1  caft  out  demons  by  the  fpirit  of  God, 
then  the  kingdom  of  God  is  come  unto  you e. 
This  pafTage  is  quoted  by  a  learned  writer f 
to  prove,  that  Chrift  had  informed  them 
(the  hiftorians  of  his  life)  that  this  (the 
eafting  out  of  devils  J  was  one  of  the  ej/en- 
tial  operations  in  the  erection  of  his  fpiri- 


1  Car.  xiv.  22. 


e   Mat.  xii.  28. 

„   Dr.  Warburton,  p.  219. 
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tual  kingdom.  The  paflage  under  confi- 
deration  was  addreffed  to  the  Serines  and 
Pharifees s,  who  afcribed  Chrift's  expul- 
,  lion  of  demons  (of  devils  there  is  no  men- 
tion) to  the  affiftance  of  the  prince  of 
demons.  And  our  Saviour  is  fo  far  from 
afferting  the  necejjity  of  this  miracle,  ac- 
cording to  the  view  which  this  writer 
had  of  it,  that  he  doth  not  particularly 
explain  the  nature  of  it,  nor  interpofe  his 
own  judgment  concerning  it;  (his  revilers, 
he  knew,  were  not  likely  to  be  determined 
by  it :)  he  only  tells  them,  that  in  cafe  his 
ejection  of  demons  (lb  he  calls  his  cure  of 
demoniacSj  in  conformity  to  the  accuf- 
tomed  modes  of  fpeaking)  was  a  real 
miracle  or  divine  work  j  then  he  was  the 
Meffiah.  At  the  fame  time  he  entirely 
refers  it  to  them  to  judge  of  the  miracle 
itfelf,  and  whether  God  was  the  author 
of  it. 

Scarce  can  we  commit  a  greater  mif- 
tafte,   than  to  urge  the  authority  of  the 

f  Mat.  xii.  25.      Mark  iii.  23. 

infpired 
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infpired  teachers  Chriftianity  in  fupport 
of  the  dodrine  of  pofleffions.  For  the 
queftion  concerning  it,  confidered  as  a 
queftion  of  philofophy,  they  neither  have 
decided,  nor  indeed  could  decide  by  thdir 
own  authority,  for  the  reafon  here  al- 
ledged. 

With  regard  to  thofe  who  have  hither- 
to oppofed  the  common  hypothefis  con- 
cerning pofTeflions,  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  they  have  fufriciently  accounted 
for  the  conduct  of  Chrift  and  his  apoftles 
in  always  ufing  language  conformable  to 
that  hypothefis.  They  have  pleaded,  "that 
an  exprefs  and  authoritative  decifion  of 
this  queftion  would  have  done  great  in- 
jury to  the  Gofpel,  the  prejudices  of  man- 
kind in' favour  of  the  power  of  demons 
being  too  violent  and  inveterate  to  yield 
to  evidence  j  and  that  to  have  begun  with 
attacking  thefe  prejudices,  mufl  have  pre- 
vented the  conversion  of  multitudes,  and 
led  them  to  conceive  of  thefe  firft  pub- 
lishers of  the  Gofpel  as  infidels  and  Saddu- 
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cees'\     We  may  allow,  that  never  were 
any  public  instructors  more  fenfible  than 
thefeh,  that  prejudices  are  often  inflamed 
by  a  direct  and  formal  attack  j  and  that 
ofteniive  truths    can  fcarce  be  propofed 
with  too  much  caution  and  referve.   Ne- 
verthelefs,  there  are  instances  in   which 
they  began  with  attacking  the  ftrongeft 
prejudices  of  mankind,   their  favourite, 
but  fatal  idolatries  and  fuperflitions.  Nor 
did  they  act  with  any  referve  with  refpect 
to  demons,   (as  we  have  fhewn  above)  fo 
far  as  the  fubject  fell  within  the  limits  of 
their  commiffion.    Such  prudential  con- 
fiderations   therefore  as  fome  have  fug- 
oefted,  are  not  fufficient  to  account  for 
the  conduct  of  Chrift  and  his  apofiles,  in 
always  ufing  the  popular  language  con- 
cerning demoniacs,  and  never  determin- 
ing their  cafe,  by  an  explicit  declaration. 
For  if  it  were  a  matter  of  prudence,  not 
immediately  to  alarm    the  prejudices  of 
unbelievers ;  yet  might  not  believers  have 
h   Luke  v.  36,   37.      John  xvi.  12,   25. 

been 
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been  better  inftructed  ?  The  true  reafon, 
as  I  apprehend,  why  neither  our  Saviour 
in  performing,  nor  the  evangelifts  after- 
wards in  recording,  the  cure  of  demoniacs, 
never  exprefsly  intcrpoied  their  judgment 
concerning  them,  if,  that  their  infrruc- 
tions  did  not  directly  extend  to  this  cafe, 
nor  could  properly  extend  to  it ;  the  cure 
of  demoniacs  being  a  part  of  that  evidence 
of  the  Gofpel,  which  mufr.  for  ever  be 
judged  of  by  natural  reafon  alone. 

With  regard  to  the  advocates  of  real 
poffeflions,  when  they  plead,  "  that  if 
their  opinion  be  an  error,  Chrifr.  and  his 
apoflles  ought  to  have  corrected  it 3  inaf- 
much  as  it  was  a  very  dangerous  error, 
the  fupport  of  much  fuperflition  and  ido- 
latry ;"  they  not  only  overlook  the  pro- 
priety and  neceffity  of  that  conduct  which 
divine  wifdom  obferved  in  the  cafe  before 
us  ;  but  prefume  to  dictate  to  that  wif- 
dom. If  we  neglect  to  ufe  the  reafon 
which  God  hath  given  us,  and  will 
adopt  opinions  without  difcerning  any 
B  b  evidence 
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-evidence  to  fupport  themj  it  will  bd 
difficult  to  prove,  that  God  mult  necef- 
farily  reward  our  negligence  and  pre- 
fumption  by  working  miracles  for  our 
conviction  j  and  work  new  miracles,  for 
the  cure  of  every  new  error.  It  is  much 
to  be  lamented,  that  a  creature  of  fuch 
limited  faculties  as  man,  initead  of  mo* 
deftly  inquiring  what  God  hath  done  for 
his  fpiritual  inftruction,  fhould  prefump- 
tuoully  prefcribe  to  him  what  he  ought  to 
do.  If  the  imagined  expediency  or  ne- 
ceffity  of  any  particular  plan  would  prove, 
that  it  was  purfued  by  divine  providence  ; 
then  the  Pope  is  a  divinely  appointed  and 
infallible  judge  of  controverfy,  and  an 
everlafting  bulwark  to  the  Chriftian  church 
againft  all  error  :  which  neverthelefs  doth 
not  appear  to  be  the  cafe.  In  full  folu- 
tion  of  this  objection,  we  may  obferve, 
■  VI.  That  the  firft  publifhers  of  the 
Gofpel,  though  they  did  not  directly  un- 
dertake to  explain  the  natural  caufes  of 
difeafes,  or  any  other  point  of  philofophy, 

have 
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have,  however,  in  the  mod  proper  manner, 
rectified  the  dangerous  errors  mankind 
Were  under  with  regard  to  demons,  and 
thereby  fufticiently  fecured  the  interefts 
of  true  piety. 

They  corrected  the  falfe  opinion  which 
the  world  entertained  of  demons,  both 
by  their  doctrine,  and  their  miracles. 
They  did  not,  for  the  reafons  explained 
above,  fpeak  particularly  to  the  cafe  of 
porleffions,  but  they  reflored  demoniacs 
to  a  (late  of  permanent  fanity,  and  thereby 
led  men  to  reflect  on  the  great  improba- 
bility of  their  being  liable  to  the  incur- 
fion  of  demons «.  They  proceeded  far- 
ther :  for  a  thoufand  idolatrous  and  fu- 
perftitious  practices  being  grounded  ort 
a  belief  of  the  power  of  demons,  the 
prophets  of  God  under  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  as  well  as  thofe  under  the  Old* 
openly  taught,  what  their  miracles  inti- 
mated, the  utter  inability  of  thefe  fpirits 
to  do  any  good  or  evil  to  mankind  Pi  This 

'    See  above,    p.  1 87.  *    P.  224. 
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point  is  not  only  afferted,  but  fully  prov- 
ed *,  and  fhewn  to  be  an  obvious  and  ne- 
ceffary  inference  from  the  fundamental 
principles  of  the  Chriftian  revelation. 
The  language  employed  in  Scripture  on 
this  fubject,  is  fo  very  clear  and  deter- 
minate, that  the  argument  drawn  from 
it  againft  the  power  of  demons  cannot 
poffibly  be  evaded,  but  by  faying,,  that 
by  the  Gentile  gods  and  demons,  the 
facred  writers  did  not  mean  thofe  gods 
and  demons  whom  the  Gentiles  wor- 
shipped, but  fome  other  fpirits  whom 
they  did  not  know,  much  lefs  acknow- 
ledge and  worfhip*  If  fuch  a  method 
of  explaining  Scripture  be  allowed,  lan- 
guage can  be  of  no  ufe.  According  to 
this  rule  of  interpretation,  the  mod  ex- 
plicit declaration  from  the  apoftles,  that 
demons  do  not  poffefs  mankind,  could 
have  anfwered  no  end ;  for  it  might  have 
have  been  flill  faid,  that  by  pofTefling  de- 
mons, they  meaned  a  different  order  of 
fpirits  from  what  all  other  perfons  did., 

*  P.  232.. 
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There  are  prejudices  too  fhibborn  to  yield 
to  any  evidence  k.     But,  whether  we  will 

k  Many  are  ready  to  imagine,  that  an  ex- 
plicit declaration  of  Jefus  or  his  apoftles  concern- 
ing pofternons,  would  have  necefTarily  determined 
the  judgment  of  Christians.  (See  bifhop  Warbur- 
ton,  p.  244.)  But  fuch  a  declaration,  we  have 
feen,  might  have  been  as  ineffectual  as  it  was 
improper.  While  the  eye  of  the  mind  is  clofed 
by  prejudice,  the  brightcft  evidence  mines  before 
it  in  vain.  The  p'laine-ft  language  in  which 
Chrift  taught,  that  a  man  could  contract  no  mo- 
ral defilement  by  what  only  paffed  through  his 
body  ;  and  the  cleareft  prophecies  concerning  his 
•own  death  and  refurreclion,  were  not  understood 
by  the  apoftles,  becaufe  repugnant  to  their  pre- 
conceived opinions.  Though  St.  Paul  declared, 
that  he  knew  and  was  perfuaded  by  the  Lord  Jefus 
Chriji,  that  there  is  nothing  unclean  of  it f elf  (Rom. 
xiv.  14.)  many  Jewifh  Chriftians  did  not  regu- 
late their  conduct  by  his  opinion,  but  practifed 
themfelves,  and  even  inforced  upon  others,  the 
rites  of  Judaifm,  from  a  previous  perfuafion  of 
their  perpetual  obligation.  The  very  corruptions 
of  the  Gofpel  which  were  forefeen  by  the  pub- 
lishers of  it,  and  which  they  have  in  exprefs 
terms  guarded  us  againft,  ftill  prevail  amongft 
thofe  Chriftians,  whofe  minds  are  blinded  by 
prejudice.      Thus    it    is    in   the    cafe    before  us; 

B  b  3  hearken 
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hearken  to  them  or  not,  it  is,  neverthe" 
lefs,  an  undoubted  fact,  that  God's  infpir- 
ed  meffsngers  do  conftantly  reprefent  all 
demons  without  diftinction  as  mere  fic- 
tions of  the  human  imagination,  and  clear- 
ly demonftrate  their  inability  to  produce 
any  {ingle  effect. 

Was  it  poffible  then  for  them  to  be- 
lieve, that  Beelzebub  or  Apollo,  or  any 
other  demon,  poffefled  mankind  ?  So  far 
were  they  from  entertaining  and  counte- 
nancing this  opinion,  that  they  have  fub- 
verted  the  foundation  on  which  it  was 
built.  This  method  of  proceeding,  which 
was  dictated  by  divine  wifdom,  feems  to 
be  (as  we  have  reafon  to  expect  it  would 
be)  the  wifeft  that  could  be  taken.  To 
explain  the  phyfical  caufes  of  thofe  dif- 
tempers  which  were  imputed  topoffeffion, 
did  not   lie  within   the  province  of  the 

many  being  previoufly  perfuaded,  that  demons  are 
powerful  fpirits,  cannot  receive  the  doctrine  of 
St.  Paul,  confirmed  as  it  is  by  all  the  ancient 
prophets,  that  demons  are  nothjng  in  the  world. 
See  above,   p.  192,   &c. 

apoftles : 
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apoftles  :  and  to  defcribe  the  cafe  of  the 
demoniacs  in  new  language,  was  need- 
lefs  and  improper.  But  to  rectify  the 
miftaken  conceptions  mankind  had  enter- 
tained of  demons,  and  hereby  to  deflxoy, 
not  one  error  only,  but  the  whole  fabric 
of  Gentile  idolatry  and  fuperflition  j  this 
fell  within  the  limits  of  their  commiflion, 
and  was  indeed  one  principal  intention 
of  it.  They  propofed  and  eftablimed 
their  opinion  of  demons,  when  they  were 
instructing  mankind  in  the  doctrines  of 
the  Gofpel,  or  confirming  Christians  in 
the  belief  of  them.  Indeed,  the  argu- 
ments in  proof  of  the  nullity  of  demons, 
drawn  from  their  authority  as  the  divine- 
ly appointed  teachers  of  Chriftianity,  and 
from  thofe  fundamental  principles  of  it, 
there  being  but  one  God,  and  one  me- 
diator between  God  and  man,  are  fuch 
as  can  be  offered  only  for  the  convic- 
tion of  believers.  Thefe  arguments  pro- 
duced their  effect  on  thofe  whofe  minds 
B  b  4  v/ere 
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were  in  any  meafure  open  to  con- 
vision  K 

Let  us  now  lay  together  the  feveral 
foregoing  particulars,  which  have  been 
urged  in  anfwer.  to  the  capital  objection 
againft  our  explication  of  the  Gofpel  de- 
moniacs. It  is  urged,  "  that  if  reputed 
poffeffions  were  altogether  natural  dif- 
ternpers,  Jefus  and  his  apoflles,  inftead 
of  rectifying,  have  rivetted  in  the  minds 
of  men,  a  very  dangerous  error  and  fu- 
perftition,  by  the  manner  in  which  they 
defcribed  the  cafe  of  the  demoniacs,  and 
performed  their  cures  upon  them."  In 
anfwer  to  this  objection  it  hath  been  ob- 
ferved,  that  in  fpeaking  of  thefe  perfons, 
though  they  made  ufe  of  the  com- 
mon popular  language  of  the  age  and 
country  in  which  they  lived,  yet  they  did 
not  hereby  give  their  fanction  to  the  opi- 
nion to  which  it  owed  its  rife.  For  it 
was   cuitomary  with  ail  forts  of  perfons, 

1  See  above,   p.  229-— 232. 

with 
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with  the  facred  writers  in  particular,  and 
our  Saviour  himfelf,   to  fpeak  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  vulgar,  though    known  to 
have  been  originally  grounded  on  a  falfe 
philcfophy.     Our  Lord  and  his  apoftles, 
when  fpeaking  on  the  very  fubjec~t  before 
us,  do    certainly   on   fome  occasions  ufe 
the  vulgar  language,  as  their  cotempora- 
ries  alio  do,  when  they  did  not  defign  to 
countenance    the    vulgar    opinion;     and 
therefore  they  may  have  done  fo  on  other 
occafions.    Confequently  their  fentiments 
concerning  demoniacs  can  never  be  in- 
ferred from  the  bare  exprefTions  they  have 
uled  to  defcribe  them.     There  could  be 
no    impropriety    in    their   adopting   the 
common  phrafeology,  becaufe  it  was  uni- 
verfally   applied  to   outward  and  fenfible 
effects,  to  the  fymptoms  of  the  demoniacs 
and  their  cure,  and  often  to  thefe  only, 
though  originally  borrowed  from  the  ap- 
prehended caufe  of  their  diforders.    They 
were  not  commiffioned  by   God  to  in- 
ftruct  mankind  in    the   nature  of  thofe 

dif- 
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diftempers  which  they  were  empowered  to 
cure,  or  to  rectify  any  phyfical  miftakes 
concerning  them  :  and  therefore  could 
not  deliver  any  inductions  on  this  head 
without  exceeding  their  commifficn.  Nay, 
the  queftion  concerning  poffeffions  could 
not  be  directly  and  immediately  deter- 
mined by  the  authority  of  Chrift  and  his 
apoflles  without  great  impropriety ;  the 
miracles  performed  upon  the  poffefTed  being 
a  part  of  that  evidence  of  the  Gofpel, 
which  muft  for  ever  be  judged  of  by  na- 
tural reafon  alone.  The  flrft  publifhers 
of  the  Gofpel,  however,  though  they  did 
not  enter  into  any  philofophical  difquifi- 
tions  concerning  the  nature  of  difeafes, 
yet  did  effectually  fubvert  the  entire  fyf- 
tem  of  fuperftition  which  then  prevailed, 
by  afferting  the  nullity  of  demons,  and 
clearly  (hewing,  that  to  allow  their  power, 
.was  to  contradict  the  nrfl  principles  of  the 
Gofpel.  This  they  did  on  the  moft  pro- 
per occafion,  viz.  when  inftructing  men 
in  the  doctrines   of  Chriftianity.     Now, 
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as  you  learn  a  man's  fyftem  of  aftronomy 
or  phyfic  from  the  account  he  profefTedly 
gives  of  it,  not  from  his  defcribing  cer- 
tain celeftial  appearances  or  bodily  dif- 
eafes  in  the  language  of  the  vulgar;  fo 
the  real  fentiments  of  the  apoftles  con- 
cerning demons  are  to  be  gathered  from 
their  profefTed  doctrine  concerning  them, 
not  from  their  defcription  of  demoniacs, 
in  which  they  employed,  as  it  was  fit  they 
mould,  the  language  which  then  pre- 
vailed. 

CHAP.     III. 

IT  ftill  remains,  that  we  point  out  the 
inconveniencies  attending  the  com- 
mom  explication  of  the  Gofpel  demo- 
niacs, and  the  advantages  which  refult 
from  the  account  given  of  them  in  the 
two  preceding  chapters. 

Some  may  be  ready  to  afk,  r?  Whence 
this  zeal  to  mew,  that  revelation   doth 

not 
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not    countenance   the    doctrine   of   real 
porTeilions?  What  prejudice  can  theGofpel 
fufFer  from  this  doctrine  ?  And  what  advan- 
tage can  it  derive  from  the  contrary  one  ? 
The  very  adverfaries  m  of  real  poffeffions 
allow,  that  it  was  a  matter  of  indifference 
with  refpect  to  the  evidence  of  Christi- 
anity, whether  thofe  efteemed  demoniacs 
were  really  fuch,  or  only  laboured  under 
a  natural  difeafe  ;  inafmuch  as  in  either 
cafe  a  real  miracle  was  performed,  when 
their  cure  was  effected,,     But  what  can 
be  more  evident,  than  that  the  ejection 
of  devils   from  the  bodies  of  men  is  a 
greater  miracle  than  the  cure  of  natural 
diforders  ?  What  a  luftre  doth  it  reflect  on 
the  character  of  Chrift,   to  fee  him  firft 
compelling  them  to  confefs  his  name,  and 
then  condemning  them  to  iilence  ?  Was 
it  not  a  wife  difpenfation,   to  permit  the 
devil,  about  this  time,  to  give  fome  un- 
ufual  proofs  of  his  exigence,  power,  and 
malice,  in  attacking  men's  bodies,  in  or- 

"  Dr.  Sykes's  Inquiry3   preface  p.  2. 

der 
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der  to  convince  them  what  a  dangerous 
enemy  he  was  to  their  fouls  ?  Above  all, 
was  it   not  fit,   and   even  neceffary,  that 
he  who  came  into  the  world  as  the  great 
antagonifl:   of  the     prince     of    darknefs, 
mould  give  zfenjible  and  public   fpecimen 
and  proof  of  his  power  over  him  and  his 
confederates  by  difpoffeffing  them  n ;   and 
hereby   raife   our  hopes     of  his   perfect 
triumph   over  them  at    the   end   of  the 
world  ?   In   a  word,  the   more   carefully 
we  examine  the  miracles  of  Jefus  relating 
to  the  pOiTelTed,   the  more  clearly  mail 
we    perceive  their  ftricl  connection  with 
the  great  end  of  the  whole  Chriftian  dif- 
penfation,   the   redemption   of  mankind. 
Scarce  therefore  can  we  injure   Chrifti- 
anity  more  than   by  denying  the  reality 
of  diabolical  poffefTions  °."     In  anfwer  to 
this  reafoning,   I  obferve, 

n  See  Dr.  Warburton's  Serm.  vol.  iii.  p.  218.  and 
Dr.  Doddridge's  Fam.  Expof.  vol.  i,  p.  211.  2d  ed. 

0  I  take  no  notice  here  of  what  is  fometimes 
urged  in   favour   of  the  common  hypotheHs,   viz. 

I.  That 
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I.  That  it  is  not  fupported  by  the  tefe 
timony  of  Scripture.  Neither  our  Saviour 

"  That  the  difpoffeflioh  of  devils  by  Chrift,  and 
the  compulfive  teftimony  they  bore  him,  ferved 
to  clear  him  from  all  fufpicion  of  a  confederacy 
with  thefe  infernal  fpirits."  For  we  have  already 
had  occafion  to  obferve,  that  though  our  Saviour 
fpeaks  of  the  ejection  of  demons  as  an  act  of 
hoftility  againft  them,  fuch  as  it  was  not  natural  to 
refer  to  the  prince  of  the  demons  j  yet  this  hath  no 
relation  to  the  devil,  (fee  above,  p.  16.)  and  was 
fpoken  to  his  adverfaries,  merely  upon  their  own 
principles,  the  only  principles  upon  which  he  could 
argiie  with  them.  Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  388.  With 
regard  to  the  teftimony  which,  it  is  faid,  the  demons 
were  compelled  to  bear  to  Chrift,  it  hath  been 
fhewn,  that  it  is  not  only  groundlefs,  but  highly 
unreafonable,  to  fuppofe,  that  God  fhould  compel 
the  devil  to  bear  teftimony  to  Chrift,  and  then  di- 
rect Chrift  to  reject  it,  and  even  to  work  a  miracle 
upon  that  lying  fpirit,  that  he  might  not  difcredit 
the  truth  he  had  publifhed.  See  above,  p.  258. 
The  abettors  of  the  common  hypothecs  would  do 
well  to  confider,  whether  it  be  a  good  way  of  clear- 
ing Chrift  from  all  fufpicion  of  acting  in  conce.t 
with  devils,  to  afftrm,  that  thefe  wicked  fpirits 
v/ere  by  him,  or  on  his  account,  introduced  into 
Judea,  and  that  they  were  the  firft  who  proclaimed" 
his    divine   character,    though    afterwards     he  en- 

DOF 
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nor  his  apoflles  did  ever  aflert  or  intimate, 
that  the  devil  enjoyed  an  extraordinary 
liberty  at  the  time  of  (Thrift's  coming 
into  the  world  5  much  lefs  did  they  at- 
tempt to  account  for  his  having  fuch  li- 
berty then  allowed  him,  or  (hew  that  it 
was  fit  that  it  mould  be  granted.  Not 
one  of  the  reafbns  arligned  for  the  devil's 
giving  fome  unufual  proofs  of  his. power 
at  this  period,  are  taken  notice  of  in  the 
New  Teitament.  The  more  weighty  and 
important  thofe  reafons  are  fuppofed  to 
be,  ib  much  the  more  difficult  is  it  to 
account  for  this  filence.  If  it  was  even 
neceflary,  that  Chrifl  mould  exhibit  a 
fpecimen  of  his  triumph  over  the  devil, 
by  difpofTd fling  him  frcm  the  bodies  of 
men,,  how   comes    it    to    pa.'?.,    that  dif- 

joined  them  filence.  On  the  other  hand,  under- 
stand the  ejection  of  demons  as,  I  apprehend,  it 
ought  to  be  underftood,  concerning  the  miraculous 
cure  of  a  difeafe,  and  there  will  at  once  appear  no 
more  ground  for  afcribing  to  the  devil  this,  than 
any  other  miracle  of  the  Gofpel, 

poffeffions 
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poffeffions  are  never  fpoken  of  in  this 
view,  by  thofe  wvho  certainly  heft  under- 
ftood  their  intention  ?  Whenever  God 
commiffions  his  meffengers  to  perform 
miracles  for  the  conviction  of  mankind, 
he  inftructs  them  to  explain  to  the  world 
the  great  ends  propofed  by  them.  This 
was  the  cafe  with  regard  to  all  the  pro- 
phets both  of  the  Old  and  New  Tefta- 
ment.  They  never  left  it,  nor  could  they 
fitly  leave  it,  to  human  conjecture  to  de- 
termine for  what  purpofes  their  miracles 
were  wrought.  Nor  can  we  learn  what 
thofe  purpofes  were  in  any  other  method, 
than  by  the  declarations  of  a  prophet, 
or  by  the  nature  of  the  works  themfelves> 
and  the  latter  will  give  us  very  little  affif- 
tance  without  the  former.  The  filence 
of  Scripture  therefore  concerning  what  is 
fuppofed  to  have  been  the  grand  and  pe- 
culiar deiign  of  the  cure  of  demoniacs,  is 
a  Xufficient  reafon  for  rejecting  it ;  unlefs 
it  can  be  clearly  and  certainly  inferred 
from  the  nature  of  the  work  itfelf,  which 

no 
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no  one  will  affirm,    that  understands  it 


aright. 


2.  The   entire  reafoning  we   are  now 
examining,  is  built  upon  this  falfe  hypo- 
thecs,   viz.    that  the  fpirits,  who    were 
thought  to  take  poffeffion   of  mankind, 
were  devils  or  fallen  angels.     Eut  we  have 
(hewn,  that  pofleffions  were  always  re- 
ferred to  fuch    human    fpirits,    as   were 
fuppofed   to   be  converted  into  demons  ; 
that   there  is  only  one  devil,  and   that  he 
is  never   mentioned  in   Scripture  in  any 
connection   with   the   fubjecl:    before   us. 
All   the    arguments   therefore    urged    to 
prove  the   propriety  and  neceffity  of  his 
extraordinary  agency  in  the  age   of  the 
Gofpel,  and   of  ChrifVs  public  triumph 
over  him,  by  expelling  him  from  human 
bodies,    militate     againfl:    the   Christian 
difpenfation ;    and   if    they   proved    any 
thing,   would  prove,  that  God   ought  to 
have    allowed  the  devil   a    power,    and 
afforded   Chrift   a  triumph,  which  were 
not  granted/  l 

C  c  3.  The 
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3.  The  reafoning  ftated  above  proceeds 
upon  another  falfe  fuppofition,  viz.  that 
porTeffions  were  more  frequent  in  the  age 
of  the  Gofpel  than  at  any  other  time  :  a 
fuppofition  contradicted  by  all  the  monu- 
ments of  antiquity.  So  that  had  it  been 
true,  that  the  Scripture  had  referred  pof- 
feffions  to  the  devil,  it  would  not  have 
followed  even  from  hence,  that  the  devil 
gave  any  unufual  proofs  of  his  power  at 
the  commencement  of  the  Christian  sera. 

■4.  Were  it  true,  not  only  that  the 
devil  was  the  fpirit  who  poiferTed  men's 
bodies,  and  that  pofTeffions  were  more 
frequent  in  the  age  of  the  Gofpel  than 
any  other;  yet  the  cafes  of  reputed  pof- 
feflioris  defcribed  in  the  Gofpel  do  not 
contain  any  convincing^>r0#/"of  the  power 
and  interposition  either  of  the  devil  or 
any  evil  fpirit.  The  agency  of  demons, 
(whatever  fpirits  you  understand  hereby) 
it  not  an  object  of  fight  \  their  entrance 
into  the  human  body  falls  not  under  the 
notice  of  any  of  our  fenfes.    There  is  not 

therefore 
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therefore  the  fame  evidence  to  be  had  of 
it,  as  there  is  of  a  per  Jon's  being  difeafed 
or  dead.  Accordingly  the  writers  on  de- 
monology  find  it  necefJary  to  lay  down 
rules  for  diftinguiming p  true  from  pre- 
tended pofXeffions,  and  to  appeal  to  cerr 
tain  outward  fupernatural  fymptoms, 
(fuch  as  the  gifts  of  tongues  and  pro- 
phecy"1,) as  proofs  of  an  immediate  infpi- 
ration  :  thus  making  one  miracle  necef- 
fary  to  atteft  the  reality  of  another.  It 
feems  then  to  be  the  general  fenfe  of 
mankind,  what  is  indeed  felf- evident, 
that  we  cannot  yield  a  rational  affent  tp 

p   See  above,    p.  148. 

*  Several  ill  attefted  inftances  of  perfons  infpir- 
ed  by  demons  with  thefe  gifts,  <jre  recited  by  the 
learned  Dr.  Mack  night,  in  his  Eflay  on  the  De- 
moniacs, p.  179,  180.  The  Chriftian  revelation, 
however,  in  agreement  with  right  reafon,  ever 
rfivppofes  the  gifts  of  tongues  and  prophecy  to  be 
the  effects  of  a  divine  agency.  Why  then  do  ths 
.advocates  of  thai  revelation  aiEgn  them  an  infernal 
origin  ?  A  zeal  for  demonifm  hath  led  Chriftians, 
hi  ^nany  other  inftances,  to  objeure  the  brighteft 
#vide«qes  of  the  jpofpel. 

C  c  2  the 
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the  reality  of  poffeffions,  without  fome 
proof  of  it  diftincl:  from  the  fact  itfelf ; 
beeaufe  it  is  not  fubject  to  the  notice  of 
our  fenfes. 

Apply  thefe  obfervations  to  the  Gofpel 
demoniacs.  What  evidence  is  there  of 
their  being  really  pofTefTed  ?  We  have 
feen  that  their  outward  fymptoms  are  fo 
far  from  neceffarily  arguing  the  prefence 
and  operation  of  demons  in  the  human 
body,  that  they  are  apparently  the  fame 
with  thofe  in  natural  diforders ;  and  that 
there  is  not  a  fingle  circumftance  attend- 
ing their  cafe,  which  furnifhes  an  inftance 
or  proof  of  any  fupernatural  agency.  Nor 
hath  the  Gofpel  laid  down  any  fuch  rules 
as  thofe  juft  now  mentioned,  in  order 
to  enable  us  to  diftinguim  true  from  pre- 
tended poffeffions ;  or  offered  any  proof 
at  all  of  the  reality  of  poffeffions,  though 
fome  fuch  proof  was  apparently  neceffary, 
and  even  univerfally  allowed  to  be  foin  all 
other  cafes.  Nay,  the  mod  ftrenuous  affert- 
ers  of  Gofpel  demonianifm  are  forced  at 

laft 
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laft  to  build  their  faith  in  it,  upon  the 
fuppofed  teilimony  of  Chriftr :  which  is 
giving  up  the  very  point  they  undertook 
to  eftablifti,  viz.  that  the  demons  them- 
felves  gave  evident  proof  of  their  power 
in  the  demoniacs  fpoken  of  in  the  New 
Teflament. 

If  the  foregoing  obfervations  are  jutt, 
the  very  foundation  of  the  reafoning  ftated 
at  the  beginning  of  this  feclion  is  not 
folid.  It  is  built  upon  this  principle,  that 
the  devil  gave  unufual  proofs  of  his  power 
when  the  Gofpel  was  fir  ft  publimed,  by 
more  frequently  poifefling  mankind  at 
that  period  than  at  any  other :  and  this 
principle  is  thought  to  be  fupported  by 
the  cafe  of  the  Gofpel  demoniacs.  But 
neither  were  reputed  pofleiTions  more  fre- 
quent in  the  firft  age  of  tbe  Gofpel  than 
tn  the  preceding  and  following  ages,  nor 
are  thofe  related  in  the  New  Teftament 

f  We  Protejlants  urge.,  the  tefthnony  of  the 
Gofpely  to  prove  the  truth  of  demoniacal  pojpjfims, 
W.irburton's  Serm.  vol.  iii.  p.  236,  et  paflim. ' 

C  c  3  ever 
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ever  referred  to  the  devils  nor  do  they 
contain  any  proof  of  any  fupernatural 
agency.    From  hence  it  follows, 

5.  That  the  ends  faid  to  be  propofed 
by  Providence  in  permitting  thedevil about 
the  time  of  Chrift  to  exercife  an  extraor* 
dinary  power  over  mankind,  and  in  ex- 
pelling him  from  their  bodies,  are  fuch, 
as  could  not  be  anfwered  by  the  cure  of 
the  Gofpel  demoniacs.  Thefe  ends  are, 
the  convincing  mankind  how  dangerous 
an  enemy  he  is  to  the  fouls  of  men,  and 
the  affording  Chrift  an  opportunity  of 
gaining  a  public  victory  and  triumph  over 
him,  or  of  giving  the  world  a  fenfible 
fpecimen  and  proof  of  his  own  fuperior 
power.  But  even  were  we  to  admit,  that 
thofe  called  demoniacs  were  really  pof- 
fefTed  by  demons,  yet  the  expulfion  of 
demons  would  be  a  proof  only  of  Chrift's 
power  over  human  ghofts,  not  over  the 
devil,  who  is  totally  unconcerned  in  the 
prefent  queftion.  Nay,  were  we  to  grant 
farther,  that  by  demons  we  are  not  to  un- 

derftand 
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derftand  human  fpirits,  but  the  devil  and 
fallen  angels,  and  that  they  did  really 
poflefs  mankind,  yet  their  difpofleffion 
could  not  anfwer  the  ends  which,  it  is 
pretended,  were  propofed  by  them,  be- 
caufe  it  did  not  contain  a  public  and  con- 
fpicuous,  or  indeed  any  clear  and  certain, 
proof  of  ChrinVs  power  over  the  devil 
and  his  confederates.  What  was  ob- 
ferved  above  with  refpedt  to  the  entrance 
of  demons  into  the  human  body,  is 
equally  true  with  refpecl  to  their  ejection 
from  it  j  it  is  not  an  objed  of  fight,  nor 
doth  it  fall  within  the  notice  of  any  of 
our  bodily  fenfes.  You  may  know  when 
a  difeafe  is  cured,  or  a  dead  man  reftored 
to  life;  but  what  evidence  is  there  that 
a  demon  is  expelled,  arifing  from  the 
work  itfelf?  We  find,  that  thofe  who 
undertook  this  work,  thought  it  necef- 
fary  to  offer  fome  externa!  proof  of  the 
fuccefs  of  their  enterprize.  The  Jewifh 
exorcift  fpoken  of  by  Jofephus,  ordered 
.  the  demon  as  he  went  out,  to  overthrow 
C  c  4  a  cup 
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a  cup  of  water,  placed  at  a  fmall  diftance  t, 
as  a  proof  of  his  expiiliion.  And  of 
Apollonius  Tyanasus  it  is  related,  that 
with  the  fame  view  he  made  the  demon 
whom  he  caft  out,  throw  down  a  Jlatue*. 
Thefe  impoftors,  void  of  fhame  as  they 
were  in  many  refpe<5ts,  had  not  fufHcient 
affurance  to  expec"t  the  world  would  be- 
lieve they  had  a  power  of  expelling  de- 
mons, without  producing  fome  evidence 
of  the  fac"h  We  find  nothing  fimilar  to 
this  in  the  conduct  of  Chrift :  a  plain 
proof,  that  by  the  difpofleffion  of  demons, 
he  meaned  nothing  more  than  (what  was 
obvious  to  all)  the  cure  of  a  difeafei 

If  you  fay,  that  though  the  reality 
of  difpofTeffions  cannot  be  demonftrated 
from  the  works  themfelves,  yet  that  it 
may  be  edablifhed  by  the  teftimony  of 
revelation":    I   anfwer,    that   by   retting 

t   Jofeph.  Antiq.  lib.  VIII.  ch.  ii.  §  5. 

I  Philoftrat.  de  vit.  Apol.  lib.  IV.  ch.  xx. 
p.   157,    158.   ed,  Olear. 

x  Thofe  who  build  their  faith  in  pojfejjions 
upon  the  fuppofed  teftimony  of  revelation,  muft'al- 
IvVj  that  dif pojfejjions  can  have  no  other  fupport, 
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the  reality  of  difpofTeffions  on  revelation, 
you  make  make  it  merely  an  object  of 
faith,  not  of  fenfe ;  and  confequently  the 
ejection  of  demons  could  not,  in  this  cafe, 
furnifh  a  fenftble  and  public  proof  of 
Chrift's  power  over  them,  nor  indeed 
furnifh  any  proof  of  it  at  all  to  unbe- 
lievers. For  the  proof  would  not  arife 
from  the  miracle,  but  from  the  declarar 
tion  of  Chrifl  concerning  it  $  and  confe- 
quently the  miracle  would  pre-fuppofe 
faith,  inftead  of  begetting  it,  and  be  ufe- 
lefs  to  thofe  for  whofe  convi&ion  it  was 
dengned.  Equally  ufelefs  would  it  alfo 
be  even  to  believers :  for  what  evidence 
can  arife  from  the  miracle  itfelf,  when 
the  very  reality  of  it  is  known  only  by 
the  teftimony  of  the  performer  ?  To  pro* 
pofe  invifible  miracles  as  means  of  convic- 
tion, is  not  to  enlighten,  but  to  infult 
our  underftanding.  Well  may  unbelievers 
aik,  "  Are  fuch  works  as  are  totally  hid 
from  human  view,  the  auguft  proofs  by 

which 
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which  the  wifdom  of  God  faw  fit  to  feal 
the  divine  miffion  of  the  great  Redeemer  ? 
As  reafonably  might  we  be  commanded 
to  fee  in  the  dark,  as  to  believe  without 
evidence,  or,  which  is  the  fame  thing, 
with  fuch  evidence  only,  as  we  are  not 
able  to  perceive?"  Bat  in  this,  as  in  a 
multitude  of  other  inftances,  the  objec- 
tions of  infidelity  are  not  founded  upon 
genuine  Chriftianity,  but  upon  grofs  mif- 
reprefentations  of  it  by  Chriftians.  Agree- 
ably to  the  wifdom  that  fhone  forth  in 
his  whole  behaviour,  Chrift  performed 
fuch  miracles  as  were  open  to  the  view 
of  all  men,  and  left  all  men  to  judge  of 
them,  as  it  was  highly  necefiary  he  fhould, 
by  the  nature  of  the  works  themfelves, 
not  by  any  explanation  of  his  concerning 
them.  Infiead  of  teaching  men  to  credit 
the  reality  of  his  miracles,  on  account  of 
his  teftimony,  he  demanded  their  aflent^ 
to  his  teftimony,  on  account  of  the  reality 
of  his  miracles,  which  were  fubjecled  to 

the 


of  the  New  <Ieftament.  395 

the  examination  of  their  fenfcs  and  natu- 
ral reafon,  the  competent  and  folejudges 
concerning  them. 

Now,  if  the  difpofleflion  of  demons, 
even  fuppofing  the  fact  to  be  real,  and 
the  common  explication  of  it  to  be  juft, 
be  indifcernible  by  mankind,  and  unfup- 
ported  by  any  evidence  arifing  from  the 
work  itfelf  i  this  miracle  could  not  be  a 
public  difplay  of  Chrift's  power,  or  a  vifible 
*vit~iory  over  the  devil,  and  a  fenfibk  ma- 
nifeftation  of  the  glories  of  his  conqueror. 
And  as  it  could  not  anfwer  this  end,  we 
may  be  fure  it  could  not  be  defigned  to 
anfwer  it,  by  that  wifdom  which  cannot 
err.  Why  then  do  Chriftians,  without 
any  authority  from  revelation,  aflert  the 
propriety  and  neceffity  of  Chrift's  giving 
a  confpicuous  fpecimen  of  his  power  over 
the  devil,  by  difpoffeffions,  when  it  is  fo 
obvious,  that  no  fuch  fpecimen  was  or 
could  be  afforded  thereby,  on  any  inter- 
pretation of  demoniacal  pofTeffions  ?  Why 

will 
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will  not  they  place  the  important  doc- 
trine of  man's  redemption  by  Chrift,  on 
its  proper  bafis,  the  exprefs  and  repeated 
teftimony  of  the  divine  word  ?  Why  do 
they  ground  it  on  the'  groffeft  fables  of 
the  idolatrous  Heathens,  to  which  it  bears 
no  manner  of  relation7  ?  Happy  would 
it  be  for  the  Gofpel,  would  its  learned 
advocates  content  themfelves  with  ex- 
plaining and  vindicating  thofe  evidences 
of  its  divinity,  which  the  Gofpel  itfelf 
offers,  and  rely  lefs  on  arguments  of  their 
.own  invention.  The  laft  method  may 
be  more  flattering  to  the  human  mind ; 
but  it  ever  expofes  the  caufe  it  is  meaned 
to  ferve.  It  is  indeed  as  indecent  as  it 
is  dangerous,  for  the  wit  of  man  to  dic- 
tate to  divine  wifdom  what  meafures  it 
ought  to  purfue, 

6.  It  is  urged,  "  that  she  ejection  of 
demons  is  a  greater  miracle  than  the 
cure    of    natural    diforders."       But  this 

y   See  above,   p.  146. 

may 


of  the  New  Tejlament.  397 

may  as  eafily  be  denied1  as  affirmed, 
without  any  great  fear  of  contradiction;' 
it  being  difficult  to  determine  with  cer- 
tainty concerning  miracles  fo  very  dif- 
ferent in  their  natures  %  which  of  them 
may  require  the  fuperior  degree  of  power. 
Belides,  unlefs  we  knew  exactly  the  de- 
grees of  power  pollened  by  demons,  how 
can  we  determine  what  degrees  of  power 
are  neceflary  to  diflodge  them  from  the 
bodies  of  men  ?  We  need  not  however 
enter  into  this  queftion  ;  the  principles 
juft  now  eftabltfhed  being  a  fufficient  re- 
ply to  the  objection  we  are  here  confider- 
ing.  Miracles  defigned  for  the  conviction 
of  mankind,  as  thofe  of  Chrift  were,  mull 
be  obvious  to  the  fenfes  of  mankind  :  for 
otherwife  they  cannot  anfwer  the  end 
propofed  by  them.      The   bare  ejection 

z  An  divinatn  Chrifti  virtutem  graviiUmorutn 
morborum  fanationes,  juffu  illius  momento  tem- 
poris  pera&a;,  minus  patefaciunt ;  quam  malorum 
geniorum  ex  hominum  corporibus  expulfiones  ? 
Mead's  Medic,  facr.  praf.  p.  7. 

a  Diflert.  on  Mir.  p.  129. 

of 
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of  demons  therefore,  how  great  a  mi- 
racle foever  it  may  be  in  itfelf,  or  how 
much  fuperior  to  the  cure  of  bodily  dif- 
orders,  is  no  miracle  at  all  with  regard 
to  mankind*  can  carry  no  conviction  to 
them,  becaufe  it  doth  not  fall  under  the 
notice  of  their  fenfes.  In  a  word,  inaf- 
much  as  there  is  no  clear  and  certain 
proof  of  the  reality  either  of  poneffions, 
or  of  difpofTefiions,  Chriftianity  can  de- 
rive no  advantage  from  the  common  doo 
trine  concerning  them  b, 

*  I  omitted  to  take  notice,  in  the  beginning  of 
this  fe&ion,  of  an  advantage,  which  a  learned 
perfon  fuppofes  that  Chriftianity  derives  from  the 
common  dodtrine;  becaufe,  it  hath  not  hitherto, 
I  believe,  received  the  fandlion  of  any  other  writer. 
It  is  not  fit,  however,  that  it  fhould  be  quite  over- 
looked. He  pleads,  that  the  expulfion  of  evil  de- 
mons by  Chrifr,  cuts  off  that  fubterfuge  againft 
his  miraculous  cures,  which  fuppofes  them  to  be 
the  effect  of  a  ftrong  imagination*,  by  which  the  devil, 
(according  to  his  conception  of  him)  could  not  be 
affected.  Warburton's  Serm.  vol.  Hi.  p.  238-— -241. 
I  do  not  undertake  to  determine,  how  great  the  force 
of  imagination  may   be  in  demons,  in  the  fenfe  in 

7.  On 
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7.  On  the  contrary,  this  doctrine  doth 
Chriftianity  the  greateft  prejudice  in 
many  refpe&s. 

With  feme,  perhaps,  it  may  weigh 
but  little  to  obferve,  that  the  common 
explication  of  the   Scripture   demoniacs 

which  this  word  is  ufed  by  this  writer,  'nor  how 
far  it  may  be  objected  againft  his  own  hypothefis, 
that  demons  had  fuch  a  ftrong  previous  perfuafion 
of  Chrift's  power,  that  they  fcarce  left  room  for 
the  exertion  of  it  in  their  expulfion.  I  would  only 
obferve,  that  if  any  one  be  capable  of  believing, 
that  Chrift's  cures  of  all  the  variovs  kinds  of  dif- 
eafes  to  which  mankind  are  liable,  performed  in  an 
inftant,  without  the  ufe  of  any  natural  means,  on 
the  abfent  as  well  as  on  thofe  who  were  prefent, 
efpecially  when  confidered  in  their  connection  with 
his  other  miracles,  fuch  as  his  giving  limbs  to  the 
maimed,  and  life  to  the  dead,,  and  his  controlling 
the  elements  ;  if  any  one  can  believe,  that  all  thefe 
things  are  the  effects  of  fancy,  he  will  hardly  fail 
to  aferibe  poffeffions,  (the  fymptoms  of  which  are 
at  beft  fo  difputable)  to. the  fame  caufe.  Nor,  in- 
deed, will  it  be  an  eafy  matter,  to  afford  him  evi- 
dence to  his  fatrsfafiion.  Tiie  ancient  prophets, 
though  they  performed  miraculous  cures,  are  never 
faid  to  have  confirmed  the  divinity  of  thofe  works 
by  calling  out  demons. 
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gives  occafion  to  numberlefs  fuperftitiofls'j 
particularly  to  thofe  fhamelefs  impoftures, 
the  pofleffions  and  exorcifms  of  the  Ro- 
man church  d ',  and  thus  difcredits  the 
wonderful  cures  performed  by  Chrift  upon 
demoniacs,  and  brings  difgrace  upon  the 
Chriftian  name.  If  you  chufe  to  call 
this  only  an  abufe  of  that  explication  -,  it 
is  neverthelefs  fuch  an  abufe  as  every 
Chriftian  mould  wifh  to  fee  prevented 
or  removed;  efpecially  as  it  hath  occar 
fioned  a  vafl  efFufion  of  human  blood. 
But  in  truth,  to  reprefent  the  Gofpel 
as  authorizing  the  doctrine  of  pofTeffions, 
hath  a  natural  and  necejfary  tendency  to 
rivet  this  fuperftition  in  the  minds  of 
Chriftians,  which  in  every  age  hath  been 
productive  of  the  greateft  mifchief.  A 
learned  writer  %  of  whom  we  have  had 
frequent  occafion  to  take  notice,  affirms, 

c  See  above,  ch.  i.  feet.  ix.  p.  168.  and  Diflert. 
on  Mir.  p.  101. 

d  Mead's  Preface  to  his  Medic.  Sacr.  p,  4. 
w  Dr.  Warburton's  Serin,  vol.  lii.  p.  241. 

that 
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that  it  is  an  ujiqueflionablefacl,  that  the  evan- 
gelic hiflory  of  the  demoniacs  hath  given  occa- 
fion  to  the  mojl  fcandalous  frauds,  andfottifi 
flip  erflit  ions,  throughout  almofk  every  age  of 
the  church,  the  whole  trade  of  exorcifms,  accom- 
panied with  all  the  mummery  of  frantic  and 
fanatic  agitations,  having  ar  if  en  from  hence. 
And  this  celebrated  writer  would  willingly 
perfuade  the  world,  that  thefe   evils  are 
the   confequence  of    the   anti-demoniac 
fyflem f ;  felf-evident   as  it  is,  that  they 
wholly  arife  from  his  own.     But  his  ar- 
gument proceeds  on  a  fuppofition  neither 
true    in   itfelf,    nor    admitted    by    thofe 
againft  whom  he  is  difputing,  that  Jefus 
and  his  apoflles,  infiead  of  rectifying  the  peo~ 
pies  follies  and  fuperfitions  on  this  heady 
chofe  rather  to  inflame  them,  by  affuring  cer- 
tain of  the  difiempered  that  they  were  really 
pojfeffed  by  evil fpir its z.     After  what  hath 
been  already  offered  on    this   fubjec~r,  I 
will  not  fay  any  thing  in  vindication  of 
Chriffc  and  the  evangelic  hiflory  from  the 

f  p.  241.  £  Page  242. 
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falfe  imputation  of  averting  the  doctrine 
of  demoniacal  poffeffions.  Nor  will  I  af- 
front the  reader's  underflanding,  by  prov- 
ing that  thofe  who  deny  this  doctrine,  arc 
not  anfwerable  for  it's  abufe.  What 
thofe  have  to  anfwer  for,  both  to  God 
and  to  mankind,  who  too  haflily  repre- 
fent  the  Gofpel  as  afferting  and  fupport- 
ing  this  doctrine,  when  they  themfelves 
are  fenfible  of  it's  pernicious  tendency  and 
effects,  I  leave  them  to  confider. 

This  doctrine  prejudices  Chriftianity  in 
another  view.  It  hath  been  fhewn,  that 
all  the  fymptoms  afcribed  to  the  Gofpel 
demoniacs,  are  fuch  as  belong  to  natural 
diforders.  And  therefore,  by  afferting  that 
revelation  afcribes  thefe  diforders  to  a 
fupernatural  caufe,  we  do  revelation  the 
mod  material  injury j  we  fetit  at  variance 
with  reafon  and  experience,  and  fix  an  in- 
delible reproach  on  thofe  who  profeffed 
to  be  commiflioned  by  God  to  publifh  it 
to  the  world. 

Again,  the  common  doctrine  concern- 
ing poffeffions,   affects  the  very  founda- 
6  tion 
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tion  on  which  the  gofpel  is  built,  the 
evidence  of  miracles  in  general,  and  the 
miraculous  infliction  and  cure  of  difeafes 
in  particular. 

If  demons  can  inflict  grievous  difeafes, 
deprive  men  of  their  reafon  and  fenfes, 
render  them  dumb  and  blind,  and  caufe 
them  to  fuifer  the  moft  exquifite  tor- 
ments; they  can  work  miracles:  for  the 
infliction  of  a  difeafe  by  the  agency  of 
any  fpiritual  being,  anfwers  to  the  juft  de- 
finition of  a  miracle,  as  an  effect  produced 
in  the  fyftem  of  nature,  contrary  to  the 
general  rules  by  which  it  is  governed. 
All  difeafes  fo  inflicted  are  ever  repre- 
fented  in  Scripture  as  genuine  miracles, 
and  as  full  and  fuflicient  teds  of  a  di- 
vine interpolation.  When  Zacharias  was 
{truck  dumb,  and  Elymas  blind,  oup-ht 
we  not,  according  to  the  New  Teitament, 
to  conceive  of  thefe  effects  as  real  mira- 
cles, and  to  refer  them  to  God  alone  ? 
Now  if  evil  fpirits  are  capable  of  producing 
the  very  fame  effects,  how  can  they  mark 
the  immediate  hand  and  agency  of  God  ? 

D  d  2  Let 
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Let  us  next  confider  how  the  do&rinc 
of  demoniacal  pofTeffions  affects  another 
ipecies  of  miracles,  the  cure  of  demoniacs. 
If  you  understand  the  ejection  of  demons 
in  the  literal  fenfe,  abstracted  from  the 
cure  of  bodily  diforders,  the  miracle  in 
this  cafe  is  not  only  fecret  and  infenfible, 
and  therefore  not  adapted  to  the  convic- 
tion of  mankind,  (as  was  obferved  above  j). 
but  is  evidently  fuch  as  lies  within  the 
compafs  of  a  demoniacal  power.  For  if 
demons  can  enter,  they  can  certainly 
quit,  the  bodies  of  mankind.  Thus  you 
abfolutely  destroy  the  validity  of  one  of 
the  most  illustrious  attestations  to  Christ's 
divine  commiffion,  his  expelling  demons, 
or  restoring  demoniacs  to  the  regular  ex- 
erciie  of  their  rational  faculties.  If  you 
understand  the  ejection  of  demons,  as  in- 
cluding in  it  the  cure  of  fuch  diforders  as 
are  fuppofed  to  proceed  from  the  influence 
of  demons,  you  {till  deftroy  the  credit  of 
Christ's  cure  of  demoniacs.  For  if  de- 
mons can  inflict  difeafes,  why  may  not 
they  as  eafily  remove  them  f  The  Fa- 
thers 
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thers  exprcfsly   taught,  that  demons  con- 
trived to  cure  the  horrible  difcafes  they  had 
inflicted,  by  firjl  prefer ibing  remedies,  and 
afterwards   ceafin'g  to  afflitl  the  patient*. 
This  obfervation  is  not  without  founda- 
tion.    If,  for  example,  demons,  by  mak- 
ing   fome  alteration  (a    very    flight    one 
would  fuffice)  in  the  organ  of  virion,  or 
by  placing  fome  external  obftacle  before 
it,  can  deprive  men  of  their  fight,  what 
can  prevent  them  from  reftoring  it  ?  Ne- 
vertheless, neither  reafon  nor  revelation 
allows  them  this   power.     Can  a  demon 
open  the  eyes  of  the  blind1  ?  is  the  language 
of  common  fenfe.     This  miracle  is  men- 
tioned both  by  the  ancient  prophets k  and 

h  Laedunt  primo,  dehinc  remedia  praecipiunt  ad 
miraculum  nova,  five  contraria,  poft  quas  deflnunt 
lsedere,  &  curafle  creduntur.  Tertull.  Apol.  c. 
22.  Vid.  Cyprian  de  Idol.  Van.  p.  206. — Mi- 
nucii  Felicis  o£tav.  cap.  27.  The  learned  bifhop 
Stillingfleet,  notwithstanding  his  zeal  to  maintain 
the  reality  of  poffeflions,  doubted  whether  they  did 
not  difparage  the  miracles  of  our  Saviour,  fee  above, 
f>.  130. 

1   John  x.  21.  k  If.  xxxv.  5,  6. 

D  d  3  by 
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by  our  Saviour  himfelf1  as  one  of  the  pe- 
culiar glories  of  the  Meffiah. 

The  doctrine  of  real  polTeffions  defiroys 

the  authority  of  miracles  in  general,  and 

the  ufe   which   the   Scripture  makes    of 

them,  as  in  themfelves  authentic  evidences 

of  a  divine  million.     If  demons  can  unite 

thenifelves  to  a  human  body,  in  the  fame 

manner  that  the  foul  is  united  to  it  by 

God,  fo  as  to  govern  all  the  organs  of  it  5 

if  they  can  deprive  men  of  their  light,  and 

fpeech,  and  reafon,  and  then  refiore  them  to 

the  ufe  of  thefe  faculties ;  they  can  rival  the 

glory  of  the  prophets  of  God.    Can  there 

be  a  more  ftuoendous  miracle  than  that 

performed   upon  the   herd  of  fwine,  in 

number  two  thoufand,  who   were  all  in 

the   fame  inflant   feized  with   madnefs, 

and  rufhed  violently  into  the  fea  ?  Now, 

if  demons  are  able  to  perform  fuch  great 

miracles  as  this,  and  the  other  here  fpe- 

ciiied,  and  can  aifo  impart  the  gifts  of 

tongues  and   prophecy,  (a  power  many 

afcribe  to  them  m  5)  to  what  other  miracles 

I  Mat.  xi.  5.  "  See  above,  p.  387. 

are 
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are  they  not  equal  ?  Unlefs  men  can  (hew 
with  certainty  how  far  the  power  of  the 
devil  extends,  and  enable  us  to  diftinguifh 
between  diabolical  and  divine  miracles,  in 
a  very  different  manner  from  what  they 
have  hitherto  done,  (which  hath  chiefly 
been  by  calling  them  by  different  names" ;) 
they  utterly  deftroy  the  authority  and  true 

n  See  an  Examination  of  Mr.  Le  Moine's 
Treatife  on  Miracles,    Sea.  I.  II. 

Le  Moine,  after  Fleetwood  and  feveral  ingeni- 
ous foreigners,  undertook  to  fhew  that  none  but 
God  can  perform  true  miracles ;  thefe  works,  in 
his  opinion,  requiring  an  infinite  and  incommuni- 
cable power.  At  the  fame  time  this  learned  writer, 
and  thofe  whom  he  copies  allow  the  devil  a  power  of 
imitating  what  they  call  true  miracles,  or,  at  leafr, 
of  producing  effe&s  contrary  to  the  fixed  order  of 
events,  which  perfectly  anfvver  to  2  juft  definition  of 
miracles.  But  it  is  in  words  only  that  thefe  v/riters 
differ  from  thofe  who  afcribe  true  miracles  to  the 
devil.  And  it  is  the  moff.  egregious  trifling,  to 
appropriate  thefe  works  to  God,  unlefs  they  point 
out  the  difference  between  diabolical  and  divine 
operations,  and  enable  us  clearly  to  diftinguifh  the 
one  from  the  other;  which  they  have  not  attempted 
to  do,  but  contented  themfelves  with  refolving  to 
give  the  name  of  miracles  to  the  one,  and  to  call 
jthe  other  only  great  and  ajlonijhing  things. 

D  d  4  ufe 
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ufe  of  miracles,  and  thereby  fubvert  the 
foundation  on  which  Chriftianity  is 
built. 

8.  On  the  other  hand,  the  true  explica-? 
tion  of  the  Gofpel  demoniacs  efiablimes 
the  certainty,  and  difplays  the  full  glory, 
of  the  miracles  performed  upon  them. 
Thefe  miracles  are  always  fpoken  of,  in 
the  New  Teflament,  with  fingular  em- 
phafis  and  diftinclion.  Scarce  are  any 
other  miracles  more  frequently  and  cir- 
cumftantially  defcribed 9.  It  required  an 
extraordinary  degree  of  faith  to  under- 
take them,  efpecially  when  the  diilemper 
was  violent   and  inveterate  :  for  in  refe- 

°  Witnefs  the  following  cafes  :  i.  The  demo- 
niac in  the  fynagogue  of  Capernaum,  Mark  i.  23, 
Luke  iv.  33.  2.  The  Gadarene  demoniac,  or  de- 
moniacs, Mat.  viii.  28.  Mark  y.  1.    Luke  viii.  26. 

3.  The  dumb  demoniac,  Mat.  ix.  32.   Luke  xi.  14. 

4,  A  demoniac  blind  and  dumb,  Mat.  xii.  22.  5. 
The  Canaanite's  daughter,  Mat.  xv.  21.  6.  The 
demoniac  who  was  lunatic,  dumb,  and  deaf,  Mat. 
3(vii.  14.  Mark  ix.  17.  Luke  ix.  38.— —Out  of 
Mary  Magdalene  Chrifr.  ejected  feven  demons, 
I/uke  viii.  2.  But  of  this,  and  many  otfier  cafes, 
we  have  only  a  general  account. 

rence 
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rence  to  a  cafe  of  this  nature,  in  which 
the  faith  of  the  apoftles  had  failed  them, 
our  Saviour  fays,  This  kind  goelh  not  out, 
but  by  prayer  and  f'afing9 :  <(  Such  dif- 
ficult miracles  are  not  erredted,  without 
fuch  a  full  dependence  upon  the  divine 
power,  as  is  not  to  be  acquired  but  by 
continued  devotion,  fuch  as  is  ufually  ac- 
companied with  abflinence."  The  Se- 
venty were  filled  with  exultation  and  tri- 
umph, when  they  found  themfelves  en- 
abled to  cure  demoniacs  ;  Lord,  even  the 
demons  (the  diforders  afcribed  to  the  pof- 
feffion  of  demons)  arefubjeffi  to  us  through 
thy  name0".  Whenever  Chrift  performed 
thefe  miracles,  the  fpe&ators  were  filled 
with  religious  aftonimment  and  awe : 
T/uy  were  amazed,  infomuch  that  they 
quefiioned  among  ft  themfelves,  faying,  What 

p  Mat.  xvii.  21.  Mark  ix.  29.  Compare  Luke 
ii.  37.  Acts  x.  32,  where  prayer  and  failing  are 
joined  together.  See  Dr.  Lardner's  Cafe,  p,  144. 
Dr  Sykes's  explication  of  this  pafTage  is  well  re- 
futed in  the  excellent  Dr.  Doddridge's  Expof,  vol. 
ii.  p.  13.    2d.  edit. 

^  Luke  x.  17. 

thing 
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thing  is  this?  What  NEJV  do  Brine  is  this? 
with  authority  commandeth  he  the  unclean 
Jpirits,  and  they  obey  him  r. 

In  order  to  underftand  this  language, 
we  mud  recoiled;,  that  in  our  Saviour's 
time  there  were,  amongfl  the  Jews  as  well 
as  amongfl  the  Pagans,  many  impofcors 
who  pretended  to  the  power  of  expelling 
demons s.  Some  undertook  to  draw  evil 
fpirits  out  at  the  noflrils l ;  others  en- 
gaged only  in  general  to  drive  them  away 
from  the  perfons  whom  they  porTerTed. 
To  effect  their  expulfion,  they  not  only 
made  ufe  of  adjuration  and  charms  u,  but 
alfo  of  flrong  fmells  %   and  other  natural 

Mark  i.  27.    See  alfo  cb.  v.  20.    Luke  iv.  36. 
ch.  xi.  14.    Compare  Mark  iv.  41.  Luke  viii.  25. 
s  Mat.  xii.  27.  DiiTert.  on  Mir.  p.  393. 
1   Jofeph.  Antiq.  lib.  viii.  cap.  2.  §  5. 
0   See   Whitby    and  Grotius    on  Mat.   xii.  27. 
Their  adjurations  in  the  name  of  the  God  of  Abra- 
ham were  ufed  as  a  charm,  Origen,  contr.  Celf.  lib. 
i.  p.  17.  and  lib.  iv.  p.  184.  Jofeph.  Antiq.  lib.  viii. 
c.  2.  §  5.  and  Middleton's  Free  Inquiry,  p.  84. 

w  Hence  it  hath  been  faid,  that  demons  were  rather 
fufFocated  or  Jiunk  out,  than  caft  out  of  the  bodies  of 

reme- 
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remedies x.  This  was  a  branch  of  the 
magic  art  (which  was  founded  upon  the 
idolatry  and  fuperflition  of  the  Heathens); 
and  what  credit  it  had  was  fupported  in 
part  by  the  efficacy  of  drugs  adminiflered 
to  the  patient,  but  principally  by  fraud. 
The  proof  of  the  expulfion  of  demons 
was,  not  the  perfect  and  fupernatural  cure 
of  the  demoniac y,  but  the  compelling  the 

men.  See  Wefton's  Rejection  of  Christian  Mi- 
racles,  p.  231. 

x  See  what  occurs  in  Jofephus  (Antiq.  lib.  via. 
cap.  2,  §  5.)  concerning  the  antidemoniac  art,  taught 
by  Solomon,  and  the  application  of  a  ring  with  a 
root  in  it  to  the  noftrils  of  the  patient ;  and  alfo 
what  the  fame  author  fays  concerning  the  plant 
Baaras,  and  its  virtue  in  driving  away  demons, 
Bell.  Jud.  lib.  vii.  cap,  6.  §  3.  Compare  Tobit, 
cap.  vi.  Juftin  obferves,  (cont.  Trypho,  p.  311.)  «Jn 

fAiV  TOl  01  s£  V^'jOV  ifciCgXliSCl,    TV  TJ^K'tf,  WCT7rf0  XOCl  T«    E0VJ], 

•yjmt&A.  Concerning  the  effects  of  mufic  in 
driving  away  demons,  fee  Jofeph.  Antiq.  lib.  vi. 
cap.  8.  §  2.  cap.  11.  §  2. 

y  In  the  cafes  referred  toby  Jofephus,  (Antiq. lib. 
viii.  cap.  2.  §  5.)  which  (according  to  Dr.  Sykes, 
in  his  Inquiry,  p.  33.)  were  the  fame  with  the  Cer- 
ritus  of  Cerenus  Samonicus,  the  demoniac  might  be 
relieved  by  ftrong  fmells,  or  other  natural  remedies. 

demon, 
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demon,  as  he  went  out,  to  overturn  a 
ftatue  or  vefTel  of  water  at  fome  diftance*. 
Now,  though  Chrift  took  no  pains  to  efta- 
blifh  the  reality  of  thofe  miracles  which 
he  performed  upon  demoniacs,  yet  the 
people,  at  the  fight  of  them,  (deluded  as 
they  had  hitherto  been  by  the  artifices  of 
their  countrymen)  are  filled  with  the 
greateft    afconifhment,     and    freely    ac- 

But  it  is  a  thing  utterly  incredible  in  itfelf,  as  welj 
as  deflitute  of  all  manner  of  proof,  that  the  power 
of  fuperior  fpirits  fhould  give  way  to  that  of  men.; 
or  that  God  fhould  fucceed  the  attempts  of  fuper- 
ftition  and  impofture.  A  remarkable  inftance  of 
the  failure  of  fuch  attempts,  is  related  A£ts  xix.  19, 
See  fome  other  proofs  of  the  inefHcacy  of  the  Jewiffy 
exorcifms,  Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  394.  note  '.  Nor 
is  this  inconfiftent  with  Mat.  xii.  26,  27,  as  is 
fhewn  p.  388,  &c.  The  Chriftian  exorcifts  alfo, 
who  fwarmed  in  the  primitive  church,  and  were  too 
much  countenanced  by  the  Fathers  of  it,had  as  little 
fuccefs  as  their  predeceflors  amongft  the  Jews  and 
Pagans.  The  cure  of  the  demoniac,  if  it  ever  took 
place,  was  a  work  of  time.  See  Middleton's  Free 
Inquiry,  p.  92.  Dr.  Jortin's  conceffions,  in  his  Re- 
marks on  Ecclefiaflical  Hift.  vol,  I.  p.  242.  and. 
Mi1.  JoC  Mede,  p.  30. 
z  See  above,  p.  391. 

What 


of  the  New  Teflament.  413 

knowlege,  7/  was  never  fofeen  in  lfrael\ 
What  was  it  that  occafioned  this  extraor- 
dinary furprize,  and  was  efleemed  quite 
without  example  till  this  time  ?  It  could 
not  be  the  bare  expullion  of  demons ; 
both  becaufe  this,  abftra&edly  confidered, 
is  no  outward  and  fenfible  effect;  and 
becaufe  it  was  no  more  than  what  they 
thought  their  own  exorcifls  were  able  to 
accomplim.  What  then  was  it,  cr  could 
it  be,  that  they  had  never  feen  before,  and 
could  not  now  fee,  without  the  ftrongeft 
emotions  of  mind,  but  the  outward  and 
<uifible  miracle,  the  cure  of  thofe  terrible 
diforders  which  were  anciently  afcribed 
to  the  pofTeffion  of  demons,  together  with 
the  fovereign  manner  in  which  this  mi- 
racle was  performed  by  Chrift,  without 
the  ufe  of  any  natural  means  ? 

If  you  confider  more  particularly  the 
true  nature  of  this  miracle,  you  will  fee 
the  reafon,  both  of  the  great  ftrefs  laid 
upon  it  in  the  New  Teftament,  and  of  the 
powerful  effect  produced  by  it  upon  the 
3  Mat.  ix.  33.  Compare  Mark  ii.   12. 

fpeo 
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fpectators.  The  gofpel  demoniacs  were 
afflicted  with  madnefs,  in  all  its  moft  vio- 
lent degrees ;  and  their  madnefs  was,  in 
fome  cafes,  attended  with  confirmed  epi- 
lepfies.  Thefe  terrible  maladies  (the  fymp- 
toms  of  which  are  obvious  to  all)  affect 
the  mind  as  well  as  the  body,  and  were 
thought  by  the  ancients  greatly  to  exceed 
the  power  of  natural  caufes.  Under  thefe 
diforders,  fome  were  known  to  have  la- 
boured for  a  great  number  of  years,  others 
from  their  very  childhood.  Some  at  the 
inflant  of  their  being  cured  by  Chrifl 
fuffered  the  moil  violent  paroxyfrns  of 
thefe  diforders.  To  heal  fuch  maladies, 
and  reflore  thofe  afflicted  with  them  to 
perfect  foundnefs  both  of  body  and  mind, 
in  an  inflant,  without  the  ufe  of  natural 
remedies,  and  with  the  fame  voice  of  au- 
thority, as  when  Chrifl  rebuked  the  winds 
and  the  fea,  or  called  forth  the  dead,  is  one 
of  the  greateit  of  miracles,  not  only  an  out- 
ward  and  fenfibk ',  but  a  mod  ilhijlrious  and 
afionijhing,  difplay  of  the  power  and  pre- 
fence  of  God. 

No 
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No  wonder  therefore,  that  whenChrift 
healed  the  epileptic  youth,  who  was  luna~ 
he,  and  fore  vexed  with  a  demon,  (that  is, 
both  an  epileptic  and  a  maniac,)  we  are 
told,  that  the  fpectators  were  all  amazed  at 
the  mighty  power  of  Godb.  When  he  re- 
ftored  the  demoniac,  who  was  blind  and 
dumb,  to  his  fight  and  fpeech,  the  people 
regarded  the  miracle  as  the  very  character- 
iflic  of  their  Meffiah,  crying  out,  Is  not 
this  the  fon  ofDavidc?  language  which 
implies,  that,  to  their  apprehenlion,  the 
Meffiah  himfelf  could  not  perform  a 
greater  miracle.  So  bright  an  impreffion 
of  the  divinity  did  it  bear  uponitfelf,  that 
our  Saviour,  (in  anfwer  to  his  enemies, 
who,  from  mere  malice,  difparaged  it;) 
inftead  of  entering  upon  a  vindication  of 
it,  which  was  needlefs;  only  expofes  the 
abfurdity  of  their  cenfure  of  it,  upon  their 
own  principles d.  Like  one  who  knew 
what  conviction  it  was  fitted  to  carry   to 

Luke  ix.  43. 

c  Mat.  xii.  23.   Compare  John  vii.  jr. 
*  DiiTert.  on  Mir.  p.  392. 

the 
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the  human  mind,  he  draws  the  following 
conclufion  from  it,  If  1  c aft  out  demons  by 
the  fpirit  of  God,  then  is  the  kingdom  of  God 
come  unto  youz ;  "  If  I  rcftore  demoniacs 
to  their  right  mind  by  a  divine  power,  the 
kingdom  of  the  Meffiah  is  certainly  erect- 
ing amongft  you."  Christians  need  not  be 
afhamed  to  acknowlege,  that  they  regard 
the  ejection  of  demons,  if  truly  explained,  as 
one  of  thofe  auguft  proofs  of  the  miffion 
of  their  Redeemer,  which  were  defigned 
to  recommend  him  to  the  reverence  of 
mankind  in  all  ages.  It  is  well  adapted  to 
anfwer  the  fame  benevolent  end  with  all 
the  other  miracles  of  the  Gofpel,  which 
were  both  performed  and  recorded,  that 
<we  might  believe  thatjefus  is  the  Chrift,  the 
Son  of  God,  and  that  believing  we  might  have 
life  through  his  name f . 

•Mat.  xii.  28.  f  Join  xx.  31. 


THE      END. 
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